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CURRENT TOPICS, 





Tue rEoIstraRs of the Chancery Division have determined that 
any orders made at chambers and drawn up by the chief clerks 
shail, if brought for entry—i.e., for copy on the records of the 
court—be entered as heretofore, notwithstanding the omission of 
the new rules of court to provide for such entry. A notice to this 
effect is posted at the Entering Seat. 





A BULKY votuME of 154 folio pages is about to be issued, 
containing the Crown Office Rules, 1886. These rules, which 
are 808 in number, and are accompanied by no fewer than 204 
forms, were signed by the Rule Committee of Judges on December 
18th last, and they are to come into operation on the 28th of 
April next. It will be remembered that it is provided by R. 8. C., 
1883, order 68, that, with certain exceptions, nothing in those 
rules should affect proceedings on the Crown side of the Queen’s 
Bench Division. The new rules, with perhaps one or two 
exceptions, introduce no radical change of any importance, but 
consolidate and codify in a convenient form a very large number 
of rules of practice and procedure, many of which have never 
before been formulated in writing, and many others were 
only to be found scattered through a variety of statutes and 
reported cases. The Crown practice up to the year 1844 was to 
be found in Mr. Cornen’s admirable and most accurate work, but 
since that date numerous additions and alterations have been made 
in the practice by Parliament, and also by the decisions of the 
courts, effect to which has been given in the new Rules. We 
propose on a future occasion to give a resumé of the new Rules, 
and to point cut in detail the chief changes effected. 





Tuz Bu “to make temporary provision for the conduct of 
the business of the Office of Land Registry,” which was passed 
through all its stages in the House of Lords on Tuesday, pro- 
vides simply that ‘‘The Lord Chancellor may make regulations 
for the conduct of the Office of Land Registry during vacancy 
in the office of registrar, and for distributing the duties 
amongst the respective officers, and for assigning to the assist- 
ant-registrar all or any of the functions and authorities by 
the Land Transfer Act, 1875, or any other Act assigned to or 
conferred on the registrar, and all acts done by the assistant- 
registrar under any such regulations shall have the sume effect in 
all respects as if they had been done by the registrar.” The 
reason for the hasty introduction and passing of the measure is 
that no provision is made in the Land Transfer Act, 1875, for the 
performance of the functions of the Chief Registrar during the 
vacancy in the office caused by the death of Mr. Forterr, Q.C. 





Tur Covrr or Arrral, on Friday last, gave the deathblow to 
the construction of section 5 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882, adopted by Mr. Justice Curry in the now famous case of 
Baynton v. Collins. It willbe remembered that section 5 provides 
that ‘‘ every woman married before the commencement of this Act 
shall be entitled to have and to hold and to dispose of in manner afore- 
said [i.e., as if she were a_feme sole], as her separate property, all 
real and personal property, her title to which, whether vested or 
contingent, and whether in possession, reversion, or remainder, 


judge held, in Baynton v. Collins, that this section applies to a 
reversionary interest vested in a married woman before, but falling 
into possession after, the commencement of the Act. He said that, 
as five kinds of title are mentioned in the section, it was sufficient 
if any one of them accrued after the date of the Act. We ventured 
to point out (29 Soxicirors’ Journat, 333, 635) that “title” 
must ‘‘accrue” once for all, and that very serious consequences 
in the shape of destruction of mortgages made by a husband before 
the Act, must ensue if the construction of Mr. Justice Carrry were 
adopted. It will be seen from the report of Reid v. Reid, in 
another column, that the Court of Appeal, in overruling the con- 
struction adopted in Baynton v. Collins, were mainly influenced 
by these considerations. The question now to be asked with 
regard to the property of a woman married before the Ist of 
January, 1883, is whether any title of any kind accrued before 
that date. 





Ovr READERS would observe that in a case of Re Barber, 
reported in our issue last weck (ante, p. 202), Mr. Justice 
Cuirty laid it down that a solicitor-executor, entitled by virtue 
of a direction in the will to charge for professional services, 
is a person to whom a “beneficial interest” is given within 
section 15 of the Wills Act, and, therefore, if he attests the 
execution of the will, the direction in the will enabling him 
to charge profit costs will, in the language of the section, 
“be utterly null and void.” A correspondent asks whether 
this doctrine is new. We were not aware of any other reported 
decision to the same effect, nor can we find any in the books, and 
we are informed that no authority on the point was cited before 
Mr. Justice Currry in the recent case. We understand that the 
learned judge said that the exception in the section, ‘other than 
and except charges and directions for the payment of any debt or 
debts,” related exclusively to debts of which payment could be 
enforced apart from the provisions of the will ; holding that a pay- 
ment which can only be claimed by virtue of the direction in the 
will is not a “‘ debt” of the testator or his estate, but a benefit 
given by him. It seems to be difficult to impugn this view, and 
it will be advisable for solicitors to be careful not to attest wills 
by which they are-authorized to charge profit costs. 





As A GENERAL RULE, leave to amend pleadings ought not to be 
refused, unless the court is satisfied that the party applying “4s 
acting mald fide, or that his blunder has done some injury tothe 
other side which cannot be compensated by payment of costs or 
otherwise. So it was laid down by Bramwett, LJ., in Tildesley 
v. Harper (27 W. R. 249, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 393), and the prineiple 
was affirmed in Clarapede v. Commercial Union Association (32 
W. R. 262). ‘ The question,” said Bowen, L.J., in the latter case, 
‘‘ must be whether, if the slip is set right soas to enable the right 
question to go to trial, the parties will be put inte the position 
they were in before the slip was made; for if so, that should be 
done.’’ In both ‘the above-mentioned cases leave to amend was 
granted; but in the case of Stewart v. North Metropolitan 
Tramways Co., the Court of Appeal, on Tuesday, while affirm- 
ing the rule hitherto laid down, saw their way to making an 
exception from it. In this case the plaintiff sued the defendants 
for damage arising from their non-repair of tramway. The 
defendants at first put in a general defence, but afterwards sought 
leave to amend by pleading that not they but the lccal authority 
were liable, by virtue of a contract made with such local authority 
before the alleged act of negligence teok place: see Howitt 
v. Nottingham Tramways Co. (32 W. R. 248, L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 16). 
The application to amend, however, was not made until the expira- 
tion of the six months limited by statute for i i 





shall accrue after the eommencement of this Act.” The learned 


: proceeding against 
the local authority ; so that, if the amendment had been allowed, 
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and the defendants had succeeded upon the issue raised thereby, the 
plaintiff would have lost his remedy altogether. The court, there- 
fore, refused leave to amend, and the case certainly appears to be 
one where the exception to the rule of amendment was justly 
made. 





WE DREW ATTENTION nearly a year ago to the fact that the pro- 
visions of R. 8S. C., 1883, ord. 55, r. 2, prescribing the business to be 
disposed of in the chancery chambers, did not always, or perhaps 
generally, attain the object in view of saving expense to the parties. 
The case which led to our observations was, several months after- 
wards, referred to by Mr. Justice Currry in his judgment in Re 
Bethlehem and Bridewell Hospitals (34 W. R. 148, L. R. 30 Ch. 
D. 541), where he said, ‘“‘I had a case before me where it took 
nearly six months to get the order in chambers, and I ascertained 
that the costs of that proceeding by summons far exceeded the costs 
that would have been incurred by petition. It was an application 
under the Lands Clauses Act for payment out to a person whose 
reversionary interest had accrued in possession. The tenant for 
life had lived for a long time, and many incidents had, in the mean- 
time, occurred. It was a case of complicated title, and involved 
difficult investigations of pedigree, and other matters, before the 
title to the fund could be ascertained. The practice in my 
chambers is, in such cases, to require a written statement, 
which is often as long as, and practically is, an imperfect peti- 
tion.” In our comments on the state of things revealed 
by this case, we suggested that where the matter was likely 
to be adjourned into court, it might be far less expensive 
to commence it by petition, and we ventured to say that “it 
would be convenient that the judges should be permitted to exer- 
cise a discretion in that direction.” In Re Bethlehem and Bride- 
well Hospitals, Mr. Justice Currry adopted this view. He held that 
the court had a discretion under the general provisions of ord. 70, 
r. 1, and that, as in the case before him, expense and trouble had 
been avoided by presenting petitions, the costs of the petitions 
should be allowed ; but he added that, ‘‘ where it is possible to 
proceed either by petition or summons, and the application is made 
by petition, the applicant’s choice of procedure rests with himself 
and at bis own peril.” We print elsewhere a well-timed letter 
calling attention to the difficulty in which solicitors are placed in 
having to decide whether a case should be commenced by petition 
or by summons. There is no doubt that this question may bea 
source of much embarrassment, for it is practically impossible to say 
before what judge the question of costs may come, but as regards 
Mr. Justice Currry’s practice, there is a hint in his judgment 
above referred to which affords some guidance. He says that, 
“if these applications had been made in my chambers, I should 
have considered them proper cases for the attendance of counsel.” 





Ax IxGENIovs Pornt was raised by the defendants’ counsel in the 
recent trade-mark action of Ihlee v. Henshaw, reported in another 
column. The 77th section of the Patents Act, 1883, provides that 
a person shall not be entitled to institute any proceeding to prevent, 
or to recover damages for, the infringement of a trade-mark unless, 
in the case of a trade-mark capable of being registered under the 
Act, it has been registered in ce of the Act, or of an 
enactment repealed by the Act. And by section 78 there is to be 
kept at the Patent Office a register of trade-marks, wherein shall 
be entered the names and addresses of proprietors of registered 
trade-marks, notifications of assignments and transmissions of 
trade-marks, and such other matters as may be from time to time 
prescribed. In November, 1683, two persons carrying or business 
in hip applied for the registration of a certain trade-mark. 
In April, 1854, the application was granted, and from that time 
forward the mark stood on the register as the property of these 
partners (the registration dating back, by rule 32, to November, 
1882) until, in July, 1884, the registration was transferred into 
the names of persons whose property it had become by virtue of 
& dissolution of partnership between the old firm in February, 
1664, and the establishment of a new partnership. But before the 
change in the ownership of the trade-mark had been notified on 
the register, and while it still remained in the name of the old 
firm, an action was commenced in June, 1884, by the new partners 


from infringing the trade-mark. Thereupon, on the action coming 
on to be heard, the defendants’ counsel raised the point that the 
plaintiffs were, by section 77, disqualified from suing, since at the 
date of the commencement of the action the trade-mark was not 
registered in their names as having become their property by 
assignment ; and the contention was that the then existing regis. 
tration was not a registration in pursuance of the Act, since sec- 
tion 78 required assignments to be entered on the register. To 
this it was replied that the trade-mark was registered in pursuance 
of the Act as soon as it was completely registered under section 62 
—viz., when it was actually placed on the register in April, 1884— 
and it was urged that, on this registration being completed, the 
statutory condition precedent to an action for infringement was 
fulfilled, and that there was nothing in section 77, which governed 
the matter, to say that a trade-mark was not registered in pursuance 
of the Act until all the subsequent dealings referred to by section 
78 had also been notified on the register. With this contention 
the opinion of Mr. Justice Norra coincided, and he held that, 
though registration of assignments was contemplated by the Act, 
and was desirable, yet section 78 could not be read into section 77 
so as to add to the requirements on the face of that section. This 
decision appears to be in accordance with the Act, and also to give 
all necessary protection to the public, since all that it concerns 
them to know is what marks they must be careful to avoid adopt- 
ing by reason of an existing registration; whereas it is utterly 
immaterial to them to know whose rights they would be infringing 
if they were to do that which the register shews them they are 
not entitled to do. 





Tar portion of the Judicial Statistics which shews the number 
of petitions presented in the Chancery Division during the year 
1883-4, indicates in a striking manner the amount of work which 
ord, 55, r. 2, has transferred to the chambers of the chancery 
judges. In 1882-3 the number of petitions was 2,110, while in 
the following year they were only 1,031, or less than half. The 
sabject-matter of these missing petitions must have been disposed of 
on summons by the chief clerks of the chancery judges. The same 
return shews the effect of the Rules of the Supreme Court of May, 
1883, in abolishing the drawing up of large classes of orders of 
course. The petitions of course for these orders diminished from 
3,469 in 1882-3, to 1,237 in 1883-4, and the fees received were 
reduced from £2,644 to £1,520. 








The judicial business of the House of Lords will be resumed on Monday 
next, at a quarter to eleven o’clock, when the appeal cases of Seath ¢ Co. v. 
Moore and Crosse v. Banks and another will be in the paper for hearing. 
Their lordships will sit to hear ap every Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, 
and Friday in each week during the session. 


The Pall Mall Gazette says that, in a case of Dyke v. Stephens, which came 
before Mr. Justice Pearson on Monday, his lordship, in the course of the 
argument of Mr. Davey, Q.C., said he was more and more convinced 
every day that the attempt to arrive by short cuts in chambers at the 
desired end was wrong. The practice todo everything by word of mouth, 
as in the present day, and not by proper written documents, was quite a 
mistaken practice, and did not secure the interest of the parties. 


At the Rutland Assizes on Wednesday Mr. Justice Manisty, addressing 
the grand jury, said they had assembled with all solemnity of grand assize. 
Forty grand jurors and forty-eight jurymen had been summoned with 
absolute knowledge that it would te a farce. It seemed to him a mockery 
that such a state of things should exist. He thought that ten days before 
the holding of assize, if no prisoners had been committed, an Order in 
Council might be issued ordering that it be not held. The grand jury 
agreed with the learned judge’s view. 

On the trial before Mr. Justice Day, at the Lancaster Assizes, on the 
22nd inst., of Joseph Baines for the wilful murder of his wife, the defence 
was that the prisoner was insane and not ble for his actions when 
the murder was committed. Counsel for the prosecutiqp, referring to the 
ruling of Mr. Justice Manisty in Reg. v. M’ Gowan, submitted that a state 
of disease brought about by a person’s own act—e.g., delirium tremens, 
caused by excessive drinking—was no excuse for committing a crime 
unless the disease so produced was permanent. Mr. Justice Day 
remarked that the question was whether there was insanity or not ; that 
it was immaterial whether it was caused by the himself or by the 
vices of his ancestors; that he could not follow the decision of Mr. 
Justice Manisty in Rey. v. M’ Gowan, and that it was immaterial whether 
the insanity was permanent or temporary. His lordship added, ‘‘I have 
ruled that if a man were in such a state of intoxication that he did not 
know the nature of his act or that his act was wrongful, his act would be 





sgainet another firm carrying on a similar trade, to restrain them 


excueable,”’ 





Jan. 30, 1886. 


THE SOLicrivxs’ s;OURNAL. 213 








THE COUNCIL OF THE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY ON THE LAND LAWS. 


Mucu information as to various schemes that have been suggested 
for the simplification and amendment of the laws relating to land 
will be found collected in the ‘‘ Statement on the Land Laws” printed 
by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society for distribution 
among the members of the society. It is a matter of regret that 
the council has not published the ‘‘ Statement ”’ so as to enable 
the public to peruse it ; for, as they say, “‘it is above all things 
desirable that those in whose hands the decision of this great 
question ultimately rests should have every opportunity of mak- 
ing themselves acquainted with the nature of the problem in 
all its different aspects.’’ No doubt the Statement has been sent to 
members of the House of Commons and other influential person- 
ages, but it appears difficult to see how it can come into all the 
hands for which it is intended unless it is published. 

While we congratulate the Council on the good work that 
they have done in issuing the Statement, we cannot help re- 
gretting that they have been unable to express a more definite 
opinion on the schemes and proposals that they have discussed : 
such an opinion proceeding from a body of men conversant with 
the difficulties of the subject would have had great weight, and 
would have afforded invaluable assistance to any Government who 
may take up the subject. Possibly there may have been divided 
opinions in the council ; or possibly they may have felt a delicacy 
in appearing to bind the Incorporated Law Society by expressing 
the opinions, if any, as to which they were practically unanimous. 

The Statement is divided into two parts: the first, ‘‘ Land 
Registration,” contains (1) A short history of modern land legis- 
lation, (2) Registration of deeds, (3) Registration of titles; the 
second part, ‘‘ Settlement of Land,” contains (1) An account of 
the existing law, (2) Objections to allowing land to be settled, (3) 
Proposed reform of the law of settlements. fe 

“The expression [land registration] may mean either (1) regis- 
tration of titles, or (2) registration of assurances (i.¢., of convey- 
ances, mortgages, and other deeds) such as exists at the present time 
in Ireland, and Scotland, and in the English counties of Middlesex 
and York.” In these words the council have concisely raised the 
question which agitates the minds of all law reformers—namely, 
are we to have registration of title, which includes registration of 
owners, or are we to have a registration of assurances only ? 

The registry of titles as defined in the Statement is what has 
sometimes been called a registry of owners. It means “a registry, 
the mere entry upon which of a person as proprietor enables him 
to deal with the property by sale or mortgage, without the neces- 
sity of proving to the purchaser or mortgagee that he is in fact the 
proprietor.” ‘‘ By a register of assurances, on the other hand, is 
meant a registry in which either a memorandum or copy of every 
conveyance, mortgage, will, or lease relating to the property 
should be registered, somewhat after the fashion in which bills of 
sale are registered. Such a registry would not dispense with 
investigations of titles or deeds, but would merely constitute some 
protection against fraud and forgery.” 

The arguments contained in the Statement for and against a 
registry of assurances may be shortly stated as follows :— 

A register of assurances will afford increased security of title, 
for the evils and objections which arise from the suppression or loss 
of documentary evidence will be removed; it will increase the 
safety of, and remove disputes as to priority between, mortgagees ; 
it will enable a mortgage to be discharged by a simple receipt, as is 
now done under the Building Societies Acts. No doubt some 
scheme might be devised to render a conveyance by a mortgagee 
unnecessary ; but we think that the council must, for the moment, 
have forgotten the extreme inconvenience, and the amount of 
litigation, occasioned by the provisions that they cite in the Build. 
ing Societies Acts ; the cases will be found collected in Sangster v. 
Cochrane (L. R. 28 Ch. D. 298). On the other hand, a register of 
assurances will not obviate the existing necessity of investigating 
title; it will increase the expense now incident to transactions 
relating to land, as it will add to the present costs the costs of 
searching the register, and of placing the new transaction on the 
Tegister ; it will abolish the convenient custom now in use of raising 
money by a deposit of deeds, and the registry will unduly disclose 
private affairs. The Statement adds that, notwithstanding these 





objections, a registry of deeds has for many years been-in operation 
in Scotland, giving general sgtisfaction, and affording considerable 
facilities in the sale and purchase of land. 

The Statement divides the schemes for the registration of title 
into three classes—(1) where the registration is to take place after 
investigation of title by the registrar; (2) where the investigation 
of title by the registrar is avoided; and (%) the establishment 
of a landed estates court. It points out that a registered 
owner ought not to be able to confer an indefeasible title on 
his alienees without full and judicial investigation of his title; in 
other words, without the adoption of either the first or third 
scheme—a course which the council consider impossible in this 
country. It also points out that the adoption of the first, and, we 
may add, of the third, scheme, if compulsory, would be oppressive, 
as requiring claimants out of possession to come forward and claim 
their rights, and as putting persons in possession to defend their 
rights against stale claims. The objection that the Statement 
raises to schemes of the second class, which they state to have 
been originally propounded by the late Mr. W. Strickland Cookson, 
and which, we may add, have been recently advocated by Mr. 
Davey, Q.C., in a series of letters published in the Times last 
autumn, and by Mr. Elphinstone in an article in the current 
number of the Law Quarterly Review, is that the immediate effect 
of such a register would be but small. ‘‘ Supposing a man to 
purchase an estate in 1887, and to place himself on the register as 
an owner in fee simple, and supposing that he wanted to sell in 
1890, his registration would be of little assistance to him. The 
purchaser would necessarily require to investigate the title anterior 
to the registration in order to see that the vendor was owner in 
fee simple free from incumbrances when he was placed on the 
register.” But ‘‘in course of time this necessity would disappear 
as the possibility of claims anterior to the registration died out.” 

The Statement calls attention to the scheme propounded by Mr. 
Hunter in 1885, which is substantially the same as that pro- 
pounded by Mr. Wolstenholme in 1862, and, “‘ without expressing 
any opinion as to its general character as a substitute for registra- 
tion, the council recognize that it would makes sales as easy and 
inexpensive as it is possible to make them.” 

Under the head of “Settlement of Land” the Statement gives 
some account of the existing law, including the provisions of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882. It discusses some of the objections to 
allowing land to be settled under the heads of—{1) Economic 
Objections; (2) That Settlements render istration of Title 
Impossible ; (3) The Objections on Social Grounds. It is somewhat 
curious that the only modern writer whose objections to settle- 
ments of land are mentioned is the late Mr. Kay, and that the 
objections raised by many eminent deceased lawyers, such as Coke 
and the learned author of ‘“‘A Treatise on Recoveries” (a book 
which must have been perused by the older members of the council 
in their youthful days), are not mentioned. 

Lastly, the Statement discusses the proposed reforms in the law 
of settlements, which it divides into three classes—{1) the total 
abolition of life estates ; (2) the limitation of the power of settle- 
ment by permitting life estates as at present, but forbidding the 
reversion to be settled in favour of any unborn person, except the 
children of a tenant for life, either equally or in such shares as 
their parents shall appoint ; (3) the abolition of setates tail. 

The Statement very judiciously points out “the absolute 
necessity of any Government which may take up the question of 
land transfer taking into their counsel practical lawyers 
thoroughly conversant with all the ramifications and complexities 
of the existing law.”” We may point out the excellent exam 
in this respect set by the late Karl Cairns in the preparation of 
Conveyancing and Settled Land Bills. They were drawn by an 
eminent conveyancer in consultation with an eminent parliamen- 
tary draftsman. They were = in ee — the 
leading real property lawyers, with a request that objections or 
comments hadi teenie and, - i 
importance—the objections and comments were most carefully 
considered by the in consultation with another con- 


veyancer. 
We purpose hereafter to discuss, at some length, the various 
questions raised in the Statement, endeavouring to place before 


our readers, as fairly as we can, 
different schemes that have been proposed for the amendment of 


the Land Laws. 
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USUAL RESIDENCE. 


Noruixe can be more interesting for the lawyer than to watch the 
introduction and gradual growth of new principles of law. Within 
the last few years an entirely new term has been introduced, 
which is gradually but surely making its presence felt in all 
branches of our procedure. This term is ‘‘ Usual Residence.” 
We are most of us familiar in some form or other with those 
puzzling questions which are perpetually arising under the name 
of conflict of jurisdiction. That is to say, in what manner the 
power our English courts claim over aliens resident in the country 
clashes with the power the courts of their own country claim to 
retain over them; and, vice versi, in what manner the power 
which the English courts retain over English subjects abroad is 
interfered with by the power over them claimed by the courts of 
foreign countries in which they may be temporarily resident. 
There is, and must be, in many cases, a double jurisdiction; in 
other words, a person may be subject at one and the same time to 
the jurisdiction of two, or even more, courts, and it is the object 
of all civilized legislatures and tribunals to mitigate, as far as 
possible, the evils which must arise from such a state of things— 
to reduce, in fact, the conflict toa harmony. The Naturalization 
Acts of 1870, which cut the Gordian knot surrounding the doctrine 
of allegiance, furnish us with excellent examples of legislative 
progress in this respect; and for an example of the way in which 
courts of law in their proper sphere endeavour to work towards 
the same end, we need only study the care with which they 
apply the maxim, nemo debet bis vexari pro eadem causd, in its two 
i principles of lis alibi and res judicata. 

The introduction of this new term “ usual residence” supplies a 
fourth test of jurisdiction. The other three are allegiance, domicil, 
end actual presence. For practical purposes the first has almost 
disappeared from nearly all systems of law and procedure. Its 
existence is now almost limited to those States which claim martial 
service from their subjects. Indeed, its retention in the French 
Civil Code, which gives French courts a jurisdiction over foreigners 
who have contracted anywhere with a French subject, or who have 
committed a tort against a French subject, has been the subject of 

hostile eriticism by all European jurists, and has led the 
Italian courts in particular to take steps to counteract its effect. 
In England there is a trace of it in one or two old divorce cases, 
but it is doubtful if they are still considered good law. The third, 
actual presence, has long been engrafted in all systems as a sufficient 
test of jurisdiction in civil matters. The second, domicil, may 
be said to have been hitherto accepted as a sufficient test 
of jurisdiction in other matters, such as divorce and bankruptcy. 
Bat it was almost inevitable that a status applied to persons inter- 
mediate between subjects and aliens, and invented for the purpose 
of superseding the jurisdiction by allegiance, should have been 
hedged round with the strictest rules of construction. Although 
there is practically only one thing to be discovered, whether the 
animus is revertendi or manendi, the law of domicil has become so 
eambersome as to be almost unpractical. It still exists, however ; 
but the introduction of the new test of ‘‘ usual residence ”’ has de- 
prived it of the greater part of its value. 

We ean trace the origin of this term to the conflict between the 
Seotch and English courts in matters of divorce. In the many 
diseussions which this tangled question evoked, the Scotch rule as 
urisdiction was always being criticized. That the term 
even when modified into “‘domicil for the purposes of 
jeriediction,” should be applied to a residence of forty days, with- 
oat an a7 as to the ultimate permanence of that residence, 
pete ‘sbeurd in the eye of the lawyers, who were busy in the 
other direction in narrowing the application of the word; the 
result was that a divorce which had been based on such a rule was 

i But the very struggle of the English lawyers 
towards refinement seems to have made it clear to them that the 
other extreme was equally impracticable ; that it would be equally 
sbeurd to refuse to recognize any divorees but those which had 
been grounded on an absolute and actual domicil. The happy 
mean between these two extremes was discovered in the term 
“ matrimonial home”’; and thenceforward a foreign divorce granted 
by 2 court whore jurisdiction was grounded on the existence of the 
matzimonial home was held entitled to recognition in England. 
For the converse of this proposition to become settled English law 
was only a question of time ; and it was finally accepted, not with- 


to divorce j 
“ domicil,’ 


out a difference of opinion between Lord Justice James and the 
present Master of the Rolls, in the famous case of Niboyet v. Niboyet 
(27 W. R. 203, L. R. 4 P. D. 1). Thus “ matrimonial home,” or, 
what is evidently its counterpart, ‘“‘ usual residence,” came to be the 
accepted test of jurisdiction in matrimonial suits. Jurisdiction 
based on ‘‘ usual residence” was afterwards conferred, in 1883, on 
the Court of Bankruptcy and on the Supreme Court in all its three 
divisions. By section 6 (1) (a.) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, a 
petition may be presented against a debtor who is ‘“‘ domiciled in 
England, or, within a year before the date of the presentation of 
the petition, has ordinarily resided or had a dwelling-house or 
place of business in England.” And by R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 11, r. 
1 (c.), ‘Service out of the jurisdiction of a writ of summons, or 
notice of a writ of summons, may be allowed by a court or judge 
whenever any relief is sought against any person domiciled or 
ordinarily resident within the jurisdiction.” These two provisions 
practically struck the final blow to the exclusiveness of the old 
jurisdiction conferred by domicil, and settled firmly in our law 
the new jurisdiction conferred by usual residence. The advantage 
of retaining the old jurisdiction is obvious in those cases to which 
the new rule does not apply. 

To our mind this change is one of the most important which 
has been introduced into our procedure for a long time; it isa 
practical recognition of the commercial necessities of the age, a 
recognition which is not seldom very tardily accorded. The 
puzzles of the law of domicil have, by its introduction, lost much 
of their value and interest; in lieu of the involved question 
which the subtleties of that law propounded for solution, the 
courts have a much more simple one to deal with. There is no 
longer any question about intention, but only one about a simple 
fact—does or does not the person in question usually reside 
within the jurisdiction. It is to be regretted that the definition 
of what will amount to usual residence which is given by the 
Bankruptcy Act—namely, the possession of a dwelling-house 
within a year previous—was not incorporated in order 11, but it 
is not very difficult to foresee that the same test will be applied 
to that case when any question of its interpretation arises. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE CHANCERY CHAMBERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.} 

Sir,—The scope of the Rules of 1883 and of the last batch of 
rules is to drive an ever-increasing amount of work into the 
chancery chambers, with results which our own profession, that of 
the bar, and the suitors may vie with each other in deploring. — 

As an instance of the actual working, I have now pending in Mr. 
Justice Kay’s chambers an applieation by summons for payment out 
of court of a fund such as would ordinarily have been made by 
petition. This stands adjourned to the judge himself in chambers, 
and was marked for counsel just prior to the commencement of the 
last Michaelmas Sittings. It has not yet been reached, though I am 
told it will probably be so by the time this letter is printed. 
believe there will be no saving in expense, and I fear the delay is by 
no means exceptional; but the important question is, if such delay 
can occur in the chambers of a judge who devotes one whole a So 
each week to chamber work, what must we expect in the chambers 
of the other poten who do not adopt this practice? If they are 
not blocked a y, will they not very soon become so ? 

I fear solicitors will have added to their responsibilities that of 
advising their clients whether they should not risk proceeding by 

ition in many cases. In a recent case before Mr. Justice Chitty 
In re Bethlehem and Bridewell Hospital, L. R. 30 Ch. D. 541), he 
allowed the costs of a petition, and shewed that he appreciated the 
drawbacks to proceedings by summons, stating that he had case 
before him in chambers, when it took nearly six months to get the 
order in chambers, and he had ascertained that the cost of that 
proceeding by summons far exceeded the costs that would have been 
incurred on petition. The learned judge added that the applicant's 
choice of procedure rests with himself, and at his own peri. I fear, 
sa that some judges would make this peril a very real —, 

an. 26. ‘ 

[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S. /.] 





DOUBLE TAXATION OF COSTS. 
(Zo the Editor of the Solicitore’ Journal. | 





Sir,—An apparent anomaly prevails in the practice of proceedings 
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by @ solicitor to recover from his client costs which have already 
been taxed by the master, as between party and party, in the 
Queen's Bench Division. 

As an illustration of my meaning, I ask you to permit me to state, 
through your columns, certain facts connected with proceedings of 
this kind which were taken by me a short time ago. The facts are 
these :— 

Some two years ago I commenced an action on behalf of a client, 
in which I succeeded in obtaining a judgment against the defendant, 
with costs. These costs were taxed in the ordinary way, but, the 
defendant having no means, payment could not be enforced against 
him. After waiting a long time, I was ultimately forced to take 
proceedings against my client for the taxed costs of the judgment, 
and, accordingly, a writ was issued on my behalf, claiming that 
amount. The defendant entered an appearance, and judgment was 
applied for by me under ord. 14, r. 1. Upon this application, the 
master refused to give summary judgment, but ordered judgment 
for such amount as should be found due on taxation. As a conse- 
quence, the same bill of costs was taxed by another master and 
items disallowed which the first master had allowed. 

Can you, or any of your readers, inform me what authority exists 
for one master to review another’s taxation in this manner, as it 
appears to me that, unless the first master’s taxation is not final, 
both as against the defendant to the action or as against my client 
after nearly two years’ lapse of time, such taxation is simply a 
farce ? A Crry SoxicrTor. 





LODGERS’ GOODS PROTECTION ACT.—EX PARTE HARRIS 
(34 W. R. 182). 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to your recent observations on this case, in which 
you comment on the decision of the Court of Appeal, that where no 
rent is due the fact need not be stated in the d tion, I venture, 
whilst respectfully indorsing your opinion, to think that the matter 
may be carried still further, and that not only is there ‘“‘ some ground 
for the contention that the words ‘whether any and what rent is 

ue’ mean ‘ whether any rent is due or not, and if any rent be due, 
how much,’ ” but that this construction (with all deference to the high 
legal authority which has decided to the contrary) is the only one 
se se with the protection to the landlord intended to be given 
ry the Act. 

A notice which does not state whether any rent is due is open to 
two interpretations—(1) that no rent is, in fact, due; (2) that rent is, 
in fact, due, but that the party giving the notice has omitted to state 
it. Now, what means has the receiving the notice of knowing 
which interpretation is accurate ? he accept the first, and assume 
that no rent is due, he may (should there actually be rent due) be 
abandoning a claim to payment of rent from the lodger; if he 
accept the second, and it should prove inaccurate, he will be liable 
for di rding what the Court of Ap has held to be a good 
notice, Clearly he ought not to be pl: in this unfortunate position, 
and it can scarcely have been the intention of the Legislature that he 
— be. J. G. G. 

an, 28, 





OBLIGATION TO GIVE A RECEIPT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—We recently had to make a payment to a country solicitor on 
behalf of trustees, and on his improperly withholding a receipt after 
As seg requests for it we notified the fact to the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue. 

On their making application to the solicitor, his reply seems to have 
been that a receipt was ready for us if we would call for it, but he 
declined to pay stage for sending it to us. The commissioners 
thereupon deci ed that they could not further interfere. 

It seems to us that the Stamp Act of 1870 —- 120—123) does 
not contemplate any condition precedent to the right of a person to 
a receipt except that of the payment of £2 or upwards, and that the 
payee is bound to comply with the Act, even if it should put him to 
the expense of a stamp for postage. 

We write this in order to elicit an expression of opinion on the 
subject, as the point does not seem to have been decided. 

London, Jan, 21. BR. & D, 


[The difficulty is that section 123 (2) of the Stamp Act, 1870, does 
not apply unless there has been a refusal to “‘ give areceipt.” A mere 
omission to give one does not subject the recipient to the penalty. 
As the section imposes a penalty it would be strictly construed, and 


the refusal of the country solicitor to pay postage on the receipt would | that the 


probably be held not to be a refusal to give a receipt.—Ep, 8, J.) 


STAMP ON APPOINTMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,— By the Stamp Act, 1870, regulations (under the title ‘‘ Admis- 
sion ’’) are made for the stamp duty upon an appointment ~ oe by 
any writing to any office or employment. The duty under Act 
——. in amount, upon the fees or salary appertaining to such 
office. 

It is presumed that this scale (rather a high one) applied to appoint- 
ments both in writing and meu bs seal, as ~¥ other Tity on hy ee 
appointment to au office is mentioned in the Act. 

The duties on these appointments are repealed by the 38 & 39 Vict. 
c. 23, s. 14. 

As the Stamp Act, 1870, appears literally to deal only with appoint- 
ments or grants ‘‘ by any writing,” I should be glad to know whether 
an appointment to an office by deed is exempt from duty, or whether 
it uires a 10s, stamp as a ‘“‘deed of any kind whatsoever not 
described in this schedule.” NorTary. 

[The provision of the Stamp Act, 1870, clearly included appoint- 
ments by deed, which are not the less ‘‘ in writing ” because they are 
under seal. This being so, the effect of the of the duties is, 
according to the principle laid down in Attorney-General v. Lamplough 
(L. R. 3 Ex. D. 214), to free from all duty the appointments formerly 
specifically charged. The principle is that if there are in a statute 
separate and distinct enactments, and the repealing statute simply 
repeals one of them, it does not thereby give any different scope or 
meaning to the enactments with which it does not deal from that 
which they possessed at the time the statute was passed.—Ep. S. J.] 





SECTION 15 OF THE WILLS ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—In your re (ante, p. 202) of Re Barber, the judge is stated 
to have said that the case of an executor, being an attesting witness 
to a will enabling him to charge profit expenses, came within section 
15 of the Wills Act. 

_ Will “ye or some of your readers kindly say whether this decision 
is new 

The section referred to makes an exception in cases of “‘ charges 
and directions for the payment of any debt or debts,” and would not 
the profit expenses of such an executor be a debt due from the tes- 
tator’s estate ? EXEcUTOR. 

January 26. 


[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. 8. J.) 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 
RHODES ve. DAWSON; RUSH & CO., CLAIMANTS—C. A. No. 1, 
25th Jan! 


InTERPLEADER Issus—Sxzcurrry ror Oosrs — Insotvency — Recervine 
Orpsr—R. 8S. C., orp. 57, x. 15. 


been 
tion of bankruptcy. Rush & Co. and Rhodes both claimed payment from 
Mrs. Dawson in ~~ of the same work, and Rhodes brought an action 


against Rush’& Co., anda wea Peele mg” mybenesty i 
npg rer babe lpe pe wmne been made. ‘The taaster’ Atrected 
an issue in which Rush & Oo. or 


security for costs. Rush & Co. a 
No adjudication was made Rush & Oo., and the was 
pending the recei order was rescinded. It was contended on behalf 
of Rush & Co. that the Divisional Court had no power to order them to 
give security for costs, as the rules to 
actions applied to interpleader issues, probable ne 

und for ne a plaintiff to give security. It was contended on 
half of Rhodes that ord. 57, r. 15, gave the court an absolute 
discretion whether or not it should order security for costs to be given in 
an interpleader issue; but that, even if the rules in actions 
applied, security could be ordered to htop the decision in 
Maleolm ¥. ae eh W. R. 3600, L. BR. 8 Q. B. 209). The court 
(Lanpixy and Lorss, L.JJ.) allowed the . Lrxvray, LJ., said 
question was whether the order of the Divisional Court was right 





at the time at which it was made—that is, before the receiving order was 
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rescinded. Ord. 57, r. 15, was a repetition in terms of the last part of 
section 1 of 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. 58. On looking at the authorities upon that 
section it was seen that the same principles applied as in ordinary actions : 
Benazech v. Bessett (1 C. B. 313) ; Williams v. Crosling, (3 C. B. 957) ; Belmonte 
v. Aynard (27 W. R. 789, L. R. 40. P. D. 352); Tomhnson v. Land and 
Finance Corporation (L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 539). Rule 15 was, therefore, to be 
construed in the same way as the former section, and the rules applicable 
to ordinary litigants applied. Did this case then come within any of the 
well-known cases in which the court would order a plaintiff to give 
security for costs? A receiving order did not divest the debtor of his 
property or make him a bankrupt. He alone had the right to sue. He 
was @ person who could be made bankrupt at any moment, but he was in 
no worse position than any other plaintiff in embarrassed circumstances. 
Probable bankruptcy was never a ground for ordering security for costs. 
Malcolm v. Hodgkinson was explained in Re Carta Para Mining Co. (30 W. R. 
117, L. R. 19 Ch. D. 457), and in Cowell v. Taylor (34 W. R. 24, L R. 31 
Ch. D. 34), as applying to a case where the plaintiff, not having a right of 
action, allowed his name to be used for the benefit of another. If that 
case went further it could not be supported. The court, therefore, had 
no power to order Rush & Co. to give security for costs. Lopzs, L.J., 
concurred.—CounszL, Sidney Woolf; J. L. Walton. Sortcrrors, @. A, 
Bannister ; Rodgers § Clarkson. 


STEWARD v. NORTH METROPOLITAN TRAMWAYS C©0.—C. A. 
No. 1, 27th January. - 


PracticE—AMENDMENT OF PLEADINGS—RULE UPON WHICH THR CouRT WILL 
ALLOW AMENDMENT. 


In this case the plaintiff brought an action against the defendants to 
recover damages for an injury sustained on the 27th of January, 1885, and 
claimed (1) on the ground that the defendants negligently ran over him; 
and (2) on the emery that the defendants kept their portion of the road- 
way in a negligent manner, whereby the plaintiff was injured. The 
statement of defence was delivered on the 22nd of April, denying the 
negligence. The | gery were closed and the cause set down for trial in 
May, and on the 6th of November the defendants applied for leave to 
amend their defence, by pleading that the vestry were liable for the repair 
of the road, and not the defendants, under a contract made between the 
defendants and the vestry under section 29 of the Tramways Act, 1870; 
and that thereby the liability of the defendants for the non-repair of the 
road ceased, within the decision in Howitt v. Nottingham Tramways Co. (32 
W. R. 248, L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 16). The plaintiff opposed the application, 
on the ground that the defendants ought to have pleaded this in their 
ori defence, and that, by the delay, the plaintiff’s remedy against the 
vestry was gone, as, under section 106 of the Metropolis Management Act, 
1862, an action against a local authority must be brought within six 
months from the accrual of the cause of action. The Queen’s Bench 
Division, affirming the order of the judge at chambers, refused the appli- 
cation. On appeal, the court affirmed the judgment. Lord Esuzr, M.R., 
said that the defendants made a mistake in their defence, and that fault 
gave the plaintiff an advantage by disabling the defendants from showing 
that he had sued the wrong defendants. Amendments in pleadings were 
to be made except where, as stated by Bramwell, L.J., in Tildesley v. 
Harper (27 W. R. 249, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 393), the blunder had caused some 
injury which could not be compensated for by costs or otherwise; or 
where, as stated by Bowen, L.J., in Clarapede v. Commercial Union Associa- 
tion (32 W. R. 262), the parties could not be put in the same position they 
were in before the slip was made. In the present case the blunder made 
by the defendants in not setting up this defence caused the plaintiff to go 
on with the action against them, and now, when it was too late to give 
notice of action to the vestry, they sought to amend their pleadings. e 

laintiff’s right of action against the vestry was gone, and so he could not 

put in the same position that he was in when the blunder was made. 

Lryptzy and Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.—Counser, LZ. Biale; R. V. 
Williams. Soutcrrors, H. C. Godfray ; R. A. Biale. 


MARTIN v. TREACHER—C. A. No. 1, 27th January. 


Practic8—InTERRoGATORIES—ACTION FOR PENALTIES—Ricut or PLAINTIFF 
TO ADMINISTER InTERROGATORIES—R. S. C., 1883, orp. 31, R. 1. 


This case raised the question whether a plaintiff in an action to recover 
penalties can administer interrogatories to the defendant. The plaintiff 
sued to recover penalties under the Public Health Act, 1875, from the 
defendant for having acted as a member of a local board without being 
duly qualified. The plaintiff asked for leave to administer interrogatories 
inquiring into the defendant’s qualification. The judge at chambers and 
the Divisional Court (Mathew and Smith, JJ.), following the decision in 
Hunnings v. Williamson (31 W. R. 336, L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 459), refused to 
g= leave. On appeal the court affirmed the decision. Lord Esuzr, 

-R., said that the whole action here was for penalties, and the inter- 
rogatories were to be put for the of assisting the plaintiff to 
recover the penalties. No case was cited where at common law interroga- 
tories were allowed in such a case, and no case was cited where the Court 
of Chancery, before the Judicature Acts, aided a common informer to 
obtain such discovery. The reason for that was stated in Orme v. Crockford 
(13 Price, 376) to be that it would be monstrous to give an informer the 
advantages of such a discovery in an action for penalties. An action for 
penalties by a common informer was in the nature of a criminal charge, 
and it would be most unfair to put the defendant in the position of having 
these interrogatories administered to him. Therefore the court must 
refuse to allow the interrogatories to be administered. Linpiey and 





Lores, L.JJ., concurred. —Oounset, Lumley Smith, Q.C., and A. G, 
McIntyre ; Whitehorne, Q.C., and Randolph. Sottcrrors, Chamberlayne § 
Beaumont, for M. Hyde, Portsmouth; Joel Emanuel, for Bell ¢ Taylor, 
Southampton. 


REID v. REID—C. A. No. 2, 22nd January. 


Marrrep Women’s Property Act, 1882, s. 5—Reversronary INTERES? 
VESTED AT COMMENCEMENT OF ACT FALLING INTO PossEssION AFTERWARDS. 


In this case the question was whether a reversionary interest of a 
married woman, which was vested in her at the date of the commence- 
ment of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, but fellinto possession 
afterwards, became her separate property by virtue of section 5 of that 
Act. Section 5 provides that, ‘‘ Every woman married before the com- 
mencement of this Act shall be entitled to have and to hold and to dispose 
of in manner aforesaid [i.c., as if she were a feme sole] as her separate 
property, all real and personal property her title to which, whether 
vested or contingent, and whether in possession, reversion, or remainder, 
shall accrue after the commencement of this Act.’’ It will be remembered 
that. in Baynton v. Collins (33 W. R. 41, L. R. 27 Oh. D. 604), Chitty, J., 
held that a married woman’s vested reversionary interest falling into 

jon after the commencement of the Act was within section 5. 
This decision was followed by Bacon, V.C., in Dizonv. Smith (54 L. J. Ch. 
964); by Kay, J., in Re Thompson and Curzon (29 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 
339) ; and by Pearson, J.,in Re Hughes’ Trusts (29 Soxicrrors’ JourRNAL, 
338). Subsequently, however, Pearson, J., in Re Tucker (33 W. R. 932, 
29 Soticrrons’ JournaL, 607), reconsidered the matter, and came to an 
opposite conclusion, and this decision has since been followed by Kay, J., 


in Re Adames’s Trusts (33 W. R. 834), and by Chitty, J., in Re Hobson 


(34 W. R. 195). The present case was decided by North, J., before Re 
Tucker, and he followed Baynton v. Collins, and expressed no inde- 
pendent opinion. The property in question in the present case was 
settled, by a deed of 1874, in trust for Eliza Rodhouse for life, and after 
her death for her three children, of whom the plaintiff, Mrs. Reid (who 
was married in 1881), was one, in equal shares. Mrs. Rodhouse died in 
February, 1883, and the question then arose whether Mrs. Reid was 
entitled to her share to her separate use. The Pe had been mort- 
gaged. North, J., held that she was. The Court of Appeal (Corron, 
Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. Corron, L.J., said that 
the court had only to see what was expressed by the Act, and could 
get very little help from other cases of construction. Cases on the con- 
struction of settlements had been cited, but they were not really applicable. 
The section itself must be looked at, without even the assistance of the 
Married Women’s Property Act of 1870, the object of the Legislature 
having been to alter its provisions by the Act of 1882. The title of the 
married woman accrued once for all, of whatever kind the property might 
be, and if it accrued after the Act it was within the section, while if it 
accrued before the Act it was not. If two constructions of the section 
were ble, his lordship would adopt that which would lead to the 
least inconvenience. In the present case he thought the construction of 
Pearson, J., would give rise to less inconvenience than the other. It 
was true that the mortgage was made after the Act, but in many cases 
mortgages might have been made before the Act, and then the title of the 
mortgagees would be destroyed if the respondent’s contention was right. 
Construing the section fairly, he thought there must be an accruer of 
title after the Act in order to bring the case within it. The title accrued 
at the time when the instrument by which it was given became effectual, 
and the subsequent explanatory words were used in order to prevent any 
question as to the nature of the title. Bowzn and Fry, L.JJ., con- 
curred.—CounsgL, W. Willis, Q.C., and Daniel Jones ; F. Thompson ; Barber, 
QOC., and Colt; Swinfen Eady. Souscrrons, Gedge, Kirby, § Co. ; Pattison, 
Wigg, § Co. ; Robins, Cameron, § Kemm; Indermaur § Brown. 





THE MUTUAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY v. LANGLEY— 
C. A. No. 2, 19th January. 


MorreaceE—Prioriry—FunD PARTLY IN CoURT AND PARTLY IN HANDS OF 
Trustees—Notice—Stop OrpER—REDEMPTION—First MorTGaGE oF 
Two Funps—Sgconp Morteace or One Funp. 


The question in this case was as to the priority of two mortgages. 
The mortgaged property was a share in the residuary estate of a testator, 
which estate was being administered in a suit in the Court of Chancery. 
Before 1872 part of the fund representing the residue had been trans- 
ferred into court in the action ; the other part remained in the hands of 
the trustees of the will. The defendant’s mortgage was executed in May, 
1872, and he in 1876 gave notice of his mo to the trustees. The 
plaintiffs’ mortgage was executed in 1878, and they at once gave notice 
of it to the trustees, and in 1883 they obtained a stop order on the fund 
in court. The defendant never obtained a stop order.~ Pearson, J., held 
(L. R. 26 Ch. D. 696, 28 Soxtcrrors’ Journat, 517) that, as regarded the 
fund in court, the plaintiffs, having obtained a stop order first, were 
entitled to priority, and this decision was affirmed by the Court of 
Appeal (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) Oorron, L.J., said that assum- 
ing that the plaintiffs, by virtue of their stop order, would otherwise have 
been entitled to a over the defendant as regarded the fund in court, 
it was said that they could not have that priority because, at the time when 
they obtained the a order,,they had notice of the defendant’s prior 
mortgage. On principle thad mtention was wrong. The question was 


what a mortgagee knew, not at the time when he perfected his 
security, but at the time when he took his security and advanced his 
money. In Re Holmes (L. R. 29 Ch. D. 786) the mortgagee took his 
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mortgage with notice of a prior mortgage, and for that reason 
he could not obtain priority overit by giving notice first to the trustees of 
his own mortgage. He had en mortgage subject to the 
prior one. In the — of Elder v. Maclean (5 W. R. 447) 
there was & e at the ~~ v- Fp judgment ¢ Kindersley, V.C., 
which appeared to be in favour of t contention. ut this passage was 
not to 4 found in the report in 3 Jur. N. 8S. 283, and, if the Vice-Chan. 
cellor did lay down any such proposition, his lordship thought that he 
was wrong. As to the question whether the plaintiffs had obtained 

riority by their stop order, it was admitted that, if the whole fund had 

en in court, a stop order would have been the effectual way of obtain- 
ing priority. The question was, how could notice be best effectually 
given. When part of a fund was in court, that part was under the 
control of the court, and the best mode of giving notice of an incum- 
brance upon it was by obtaining a stop order. His lordship thought 
that, as regarded the part which was in court, the rights and interests of 
the parties must be dealt with just as if the whole had been in court. In 
Thompson v. Tomkins (2 Dr. & Sm. 8) the question was not one of priority 
between mortgagees, but whether a fund was in the reputed ownership 
of a bankrupt, and it might well be that enough had been done to deter- 
mine the consent of the true owner to the fund being in the order and 
disposition of the bankrupt, without enough having been done to obtain 
priority over another mortgagee. Bowen, L.J., said that, if part of a 
fund was in court, the trustee of the fund had ceased to have the control 
and dominion over the whole fund, and notice to him was no longer the 
best mode of giving notice of an incumbrance on that Fry, L.J., 
said that, as to the notice which the plaintiffs had of the defendant’s 
security, the crucial point of time was the time when a mortgagee 
obtained his security or parted with his money. If at that time he had 
no notice of a prior mortgage, he had a right afterwards to perfect his 
recurity by means of a stop order. As to the other point, the material 
question was, in whose hands and under whose control was the fund 
which it was sought to affect by the notiee. The notice must be given to 
those under whose control the fund was at the time. 

Another point (which was scarcelyargued before Pearson, J.) arose in this 
way. The plaintiffs had mortgages on two funds, a life interest and a rever- 
sionary interest. The defendant afterwards took a mortgage on the rever- 
sonary interest only. Afterwards the plaintiffs took anothermortgageon the 
life interest only. Pearson, J., held that the defendants must redeem all 
the plaintiffs’ securities, including that on the life interest which was 
subsequent in date to his own security. The Court of Appeal reversed 
this decision. Corron, L.J., said that, before the execution of the plain- 
tiffs’ mortgage on the life interest alone, the defendant’s right would 
have been, on paying off all the plaintiffs’ prior mortgages, to have the 
mortgaged property handed over to him, and that right could not be pre- 
judiced by any subsequent —s by the mortgagor with the equity of 
redemption. Bowzn and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counser, W. W. 
Karslake, Q.C., and A. G. Langley ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Farwell. 
Sourcrrorns, Hores § Pattison ; Burchell § Co. 





BONGIOVANNI v. LA SOCIETE GENERALE—C. A. No. 2, 
18th January. 


Custom or Srock Excuance—‘' Continvation’’ or Srocxs or SHARES— 
Loan or Sate AND R&-PURCHASE. 


The question in this case was as to the meaning of the term ‘‘ continua- 
tion’ as used on the Stock Exchange. The plaintiff claimed from the 
defendants an account of the sale by them of £11,750 Greek Independence 
Five per Cent. bonds, and £5,000 North Pacific Railway Six per Cent. 
bonds. The plaintiff alleged that these bonds were his property, and that 
they had been pledged. by one Prescott with the defendants as security for 
advances made by them, and that they had been sold by them for more 
than sufficient to cover the amount due to them, and the object of the 
action was to recover the surplus. The defendants alleged that the bonds 
had been sold to them by Prescott by the plaintiff’s orders, and that the 
plaintiff was not entitled to any account of them. Bacon, V.C., decided 
in favour of the plaintiff. The Court of Appeal (Linptey, Fry, and 
Lopgs, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. The judgment of the court was 
delivered by Linpiey, L.J., who said that the facts, as their lordships 
understood them, were as follows :—The plaintiff had bought the bond 
in ayy. and had not paid for them, and he instructed Prescott, his 
broker, to carry them over, as was commonly dove on the Londor Stock 
Exchange. Prescott accordingly continued them—i.e., instructed the 
bank to do so. ‘‘To continue’? was a technical term, and had been 
explained by the witnesses ; it meant to sell and to agree to re-buy the 
same amount of stock at a future day at the same price and a sum for the 
accommodation. Such a transaction was not a loan, but a sale and re- 
purchase. The true nature of a continuation would be best seen by 
stating its consequences in all possible events. (1) The original seller— 
i.e., Prescott—might perform his contract to re-buy; then he would be 
entitled to receive the amount of bonds agreed to sold to him, and if 
they were delivered to him the transaction would be closed. If they were 
not delivered he would be entitied to the damages he had sustained 
by not’ getting them. (2) The original seller, Prescott, might make 
default—i.e., not pay the amount at which he had agreed to re-buy ; he 
then himself would become liable to an action for breach of contract. 
Then, if (a.) the bonds had gone up in price, the person to deliver them 
suffered no damage, but gained on the transaction. There were no 
damages to pay, and the transaction was at anend. But if (d.) the bonds 
had gone down in price, the person to deliver them sustained damage, 
and the amount was the difference between their market value at the time 


price which he agreed to pay for them. To ascertain the market price the 
rson who had to deliver them—here the bank—would sell the amount 
e had to deliver, or he would get the price fixed by the official assignee 
of the Stock Exchange. In all and every of these cases the bonds originally 
sold by the person wanting to them over or to continue them—i.e, , 
Prescott—remained the property of the person who first bought them—- 
i.e., the bank. But it was obvious that a sale and contemporaneous 
ment for re-purchase at the same price, though not a loan in point of law, 
was, in a business point of view, so like a loan by the first buyer to the 
first seller as to be easily mistaken by business men for a loan. In this 
very case each party had in turn spoken of the transaction between 
Prescott and the bank as a loan by the bank, and each had in turn 
repudiated that view. The bank sued the plaintiff for a loan, and their 
manager made an aflidavit —— this view of the case. In that action 
the plaintiff then denied that there was any loan, and the action was dis- 
continued. Now, the plaintiff had turned round and insisted that the 
transaction was a loan. But now the bank also turned round and insisted 
that the real transaction was not a loan, but a sale and agreement for re- 
purchase. At the same time their manager, in his evidence, and in his 
letters, and in his affidavits in the former action by the bank, and in some 
bankruptcy proceedings against Prescott, spoke of the transaction as a 
loan. e manager spoke of it as a ‘‘ Stock Exchange loan,”’ and said 
that all Stock Exchange transactions were borrowing or lending. It was 
quite plain that his ideas on the matter were somewhat confused. Tie 
great difficulty the court had had had arisen from the obscurity thrown 
round the real transaction by the inconsistent views taken of it by each 
party inturn. The authority to carry over given by the plaintiff to his 
broker, his authority to continue given to the bank, Prescott’s accounts 
as explained by his clerk, and the accounts in the books of the bank had 
at last convinced their lordships that the real transaction was one of sale 
and re-purchase, and not a loan in any proper sense. Upon the whole 
evidence they had come to the conclusion that the plaintiff had not made 
out his case, and the appeal must be allowed, and judgment be entered 
for the defendants. Buttheir lordships were of opinion that the defend- 
ants’ own letters and statements, which were to a great extent inconsistent 
with their present defence and with the true facts of the case, had really 
been the cause of this litigation, and their lordships did not think it right 
to give the defendants any costs either of the action or of the appeal.—. 
CounsEt, Cohen, Q.C., and Northmore Lawrence ; Millar, Q.C., and Israel 
Davis. Soxtcrrors, M. Abrahams, Son, ¢ Co.; F. W. Atkinson. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 


Re LORD CHESHAM, Deceased, CAVENDISH v. DACRE—Chitty, J., 
14th and 26th January. 


E.ecTrion—BEqQuEsts IN SAME Witt To A. or Resmpvary Propgrry, AND TO 
B. anv C. or Herriooms IN WHICH BY SETTLEMENT A. HAD Lire INTEREST 
—CoMPENSATION—SEtTTLED Lanp Act, 1882. 


Tn this case it appeared that the late Lord Chesham, who died in June, 
1882, by his will gave chattels to trustees upon trust to sell for the 
benefit of his two younger sons, and his residuary estate to his eldest son, 
the present Lord Chesham. The chattels were not in the testator’s dis- 
position, but settled upon trusts so as to be enjoyed with the family 
mansion-house at Latimer, of which the present Lord Chesham was tenant 
for life. An order had been recently obtained by Lord Chesham, under 
the Settled Land Act, 1882, for the sale of the heirlooms. It was sub- 
mitted on behalf of the younger sons that the residuary legatee should be put 
to his election, and in the event of his electing to take under the will, should 
give compensation to the disappointed legatees to the value of his bene- 
ficial interest in the heirlooms, and also that such interest, by reason of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, was ascertainable. Wilson v. Townshend (2 Ves. 
Jun. 693) was referred to as being an authority in support of the claim 
for compensation. Cuurry, J., said that it was clear that if Lord Chesham 
took under the will he must confirm the will so far as he could, and must 

ive up to the disappointed legatees any beneficial interest that he could 
ee of in the heirlooms. But Lord Chesham had no such interest in 
the heirlooms. The title of the trustees of the settlement was paramount, 
and were the court to hold that there was election, it would be either 
making a nugatory judgment, or authorizing a breach of trust, for Lord 
Chesham could make no assignment, as he had no assignable interest. The 
principle upon which the doctrine of election was based was that a man 
Thould not be allowed to ——— and reprobate, and that, if he appro- 
bated, he should do all in power to confirm the instrument which he 
approbated. The consequences of such a principle could not be legiti- 
mately carried beyond the — itself, and if a man approbated, his 
obligation was confined to his adopting the instrument as a whole, and 
ae right inconsistent with it. In all the leading authori- 
ties the principle was so stated, and, so far as he was aware of, there was 
no decision decreeing compensation where the election had been to take 
under the instrument. (Streatfield v. Streatfield, — Lord Talbot, 176 ; 
Ker v. Wauchope, 1 Bl. 25; Wollaston v. King, 17 W. R. 641, L. R. 8 Eq. 
175 [adopting Whistler v. Webster, 2 Ves. 367]; Cooper v. Cooper, L. R. 7 
H. L. 69; Codrington v. Codrington, 24 W. R. 648, L. R. 7 H. L. 861; and 
the note to Grettonv. Hayward, 1 Sw. 433, were referred to.) In none of 
those authorities could any trace be found of an attempt to apply the 
engrafted doctrine of compensation to the case of a person electing to 
take — be a which — —_ to es ion. oo the con- 
trary, the o on of the person un e instrument appeared 
to be cuhaol te confirming the instrument so far as he was able. 
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tion against the instrument did not involve forfeiture, but gave a right to 
compensation. The dicta in that case, moreover, could not be supported. 
In Williams v. Mayne (I. R. 1 Eq. 519) a legacy was given to a married 
woman for her separate use for life by a will which purported to bequeath 
to another perron a portion of a fund in which, under a settlement, the 
married woman had a reversionary interest. It was held that, during the 
life of the tenant for life of the fund, the married woman could not 
elect, and that her legacy must be impounded until she could elect. That 
case was distinguishable from the present case. It was in Williams v. 
Mayne admitted that a case of election arose, and that the married woman 
was bound to give up her interest in the fund if she accepted the legacy, 
and it was considered that she would be capable of binding her interest 
in the fund when it fell into possession. The question then resolved 
itself into whether she was bound to elect while her interest under the 
settlement was reversicnary, or whether the time for election should be 
postponed until she could bind it. The question was one of postpone- 
ment merely, which was not the question in the present case. Not only 
was Lord Chesham not bound in any view to make compensation, but 
what was more, as he had no assignable interest, no question of election 
arose. Election meant free choice. He could not be compelled directly 
or indirectly to take under the settlement and against the will. But when 
he took under the will there was nothing for him to give up, for there 
was nothing which he could give up. It seemed absurd to say that he 
was put to his election merely for the purpose of making a deduction from 
his legacy. With regard to the interest of Lord Chesham being ascer- 
tainable since the passing of the Settled Land Act, 1882, the only 
circumstances which could be looked at were those existing at the death 
of the testator, and then the Act had not been passed.—Cotnsex, Farwell ; 
Lewin. Soxtcrtors, Currey, Holland, § Currey; Spencer Whitehead, for 
Milward § Co. 





MICHEL r. MUTCH—Chitty, J., 23rd January. 
PracticE—OrprEr By ConsENT. 


In this action a summons was taken out by the plaintiff for the purpose 
of consolidating the action with other two actions which had already 
been consolidated, and of having an order dated the 11th of August, 1885, 
and made in the other two actions, made applicable to all three actions. 
It appeared that the order of the 11th of August, 1885, had been made by 
agreement and arrangement between the parties, and had not been 
sanctioned or directed by the court, but there was nothing in the order 
which shewed that it had been made by consent. Currry, J., in refusing 
the application, stated that the order being by agreement and arrangement 
between the parties, and not having been sanctioned or directed by the 
court, it ought to have appeared on the face of the order that it was 
made by consent.—CotnseL, H. B. Buckley ; Romer, Q.C. Soxtcrrors, 
Linklater & Co. ; McDiarmid & Teather. 


Re HARTLEY, STEDMAN +. DUNSTER—Pearson, J., 20th 
January. 
Next or Kis—Pzpicrer—AnpvertisEMENT—PRESUMPTION oF DEATH. 


The question in this case was whether certain persons had established 
their title as the next of kin of a testator. The testator, by his will, 
after giving pecuniary legacies to his executors (the defendants), the 
plaintiff (his man-servant), and his doctor, and giving some houses to the 
plaintiff, made the following residuary gift:—‘‘I give, devise, and 
bequeath all the residue of my property whatsoever and wheresoever, both 
real and unto such person or persons who shall within one 
year from my death establish his, her, or their right or title thereto, either 
as my heir-at-law or as my next of kin, according to the statute for the 
distribution of the personal estates of intestates,” and in default thereof, 
and in case of his not making any other disposition of his residue, he gave 
it to be equally divided between and am the several ns therein- 
before named and described as legatees. 


cousins once removed, and were a genera- 

than himself. Robert Colling also claimed to be heir-at-law. 
brought in 2 and it was proved in chambers that all the 
persons mentioned in the pedigree, who were nearer in blood to the testator 
three claimants, were dead, except two, H. M. Bunbury and his 

- Versturne. These two persons were, as it afterwards appeared, 
both alive st the time of the testator’s death, though this was not then 
known. were the testator’s third , and were of the same 
generation as himself. They were not aware of their right, and did not 
claim as the next of kin of the testator within the year after 

limited by the will. The chicf clerk found that H. M. Bunbury 
- Verstarne were the testator’s next of kin according to the statute, 
no perwm hed established bis or her right or title as 

of kin within a year from the testator’s death. He found 
no residuary realty, and therefore did not prosecute 
inquiry who was the testator's heir. The Collings claimants 
& wammons to vary the certificate, and it was urged on their 
that, on the evidence as it stood at the end of the year after the 
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held that the claimants were bound to get rid of the two persons who 
stood before them in the pedigree as next of kin, and that, as the 
pedigree shewed that those persons, if alive, would be between seventy and 
eighty years of age, it could not be presumed that they were dead. Con- 
sequently, the claimants had not within the year established their title 
as next of kin.—Counsgt, Everitt, Q.C., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Rigby, 
Q.C., and Maidlow ; Cookson, Q.C.; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Chadwyck 
Healey. Soutcrrors, Farrer § Co.; G. ¢ W. Webb ; Dawes ¢ Sons; A. M, 
Smith ; Sharpe, Parker, § Co. 





IHLEE v. HENSHAW—North, J., 15th January. 


Patents, Designs, AND TrapE-Marks Act, 1883 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 57), ss. 
77, 78—Recistration or Proprietors’ Names— ASSIGNMENT OF 
TRADE-MARK—OMISSION TO REGISTER ASSIGNMENT—RIGHT OF ASSIGNEE 
TO SUE YOR INFRINGEMENT. 


In this case a question arose as to the construction to be placed on 
sections 77 and 78 of the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883. 
The point was whether the equitable assignee of a trade-mark, the 
assignment to whom had not been registered under the Act previous to 
the institution by him of an action to restrain an infringement, was 
entitled to sue. The facts were, shortly, that, on the 17th of April, 
1884, a firm of Ihlee & Horne registered a trade-mark, No. 34,240, to be 
used on accordions, such registration, under rule 32 of the Trade-Mark 
Rules, 1883, relating back to the 15th of November, 1883. The registra- 
tion was effected in the names of H. F. Ihlee and W. C. Horue, then in 
partnership as Ihlee & Horne. Ihlee & Horne dissolved partnership on 
the 3rd of March, 1884, as from the previous 15th of February, and 
Horne released his interest in the goodwill and assets to Ihlee. On the 
16th of February, 1884, Ihlee entered into partnership with R. J. Sankey 
as ‘‘Ihlee & Sankey,’’ and the two were the plaintiffs in this action, 
which was commenced on the 11th of June, 1884. No registration of the 
dissolution of the original partnership or of the formation of the new 
one, and the consequent transmission of the trade-mark, was made under 
the Act in question till the 7th of July, 1884, after the commencement of 
the action for infringement. The sections of the Act, so far as material, 
are as follows :—Section 77 : ‘‘ A person shall not be entitled to institute 
any proceeding to prevent . . . the infringement of a trade-mark, 
unless it has been registered in pursuance of this Act’’; and section 78 
—‘‘ There shall be kept at the Patent Office a book called the Register of 
Trade-Marks, wherein shall be entered the names and addresses of 
proprietors of registered trade-marks, notifications of assignments and of 
transmissions of trade-marks, and such other matters as may be from 
time to time prescribed.’’ It was argued, on these facts, that there was 
no case in the books shewing that an equitable assignee could sue; that 
section 77 was quite clear to the effect that no person could sue who was 
not registered. On the other hand, it was urged that there had been a 
valid original registration of the proprietors’ name, a firm, and that, as 
the goodwill of that business was vested in the plaintiffs, they were 
entitled to sue, even though the assignment to them of the partnership 
assets, including the goodwill, was not registered until subsequently to 
the commencement of the present action, but, that having been done, 
the Act had been complied with. Norrn, J., in giving judgment, 
referring to the argument last meutioned, said:—I think that is so. I 
must put that construction upon it. I think what was contemplated by 
the Act was that there should be a registration, from time to time, when 
an assignment took place, but I do not find anything in the terms of the 
Act making any such registration of the assignment a condition precedent 
to the right to sue. If I were to read the section of the Act as Mr. 
Aston says I ought to read it, I should read it in this way :—‘‘ No 
person shall be entitled to take any proceedings in respect of the infringe - 
ment of a trade-mark, unless it has been registered in pursuance of the 
Act, and unless such assignment and transmission have also been regis- 
tered.”” I cannot add those words to the section ; and although, as I 
said, I think the Act contemplates that the subsequent dealings with the 
trade-mark shall be registered, and it is very desirable that they should 
be, I do not think I could import those words into the 77th section in 
such a way as to make it say that no assignee should be entitled to sue 
in respect of the infringement of a trade-mark duly assigned to him 
unless not only the trade-mark, but the assignment, also, had been 
registered before action brought. The preliminary objection was, there- 
fore, not sustained. Upon the merits, the action was dismissed, with 
costs.—CounseL, Warmington, Q.0., and L. B. Sebastian; Aston, Q.C., 
and R. M. Pankhurst. Soxtcrrors, Wansey § Bowen; Chester § Co., for 
T. W. Millar, Manchester. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. | 
Ez parte PARSONS, Re TOWNSEND—O. A. No. 1, 22nd January. 


But oy Sare—Varinrry—“ Licence To TAK® Possession or Persona 
Cuatrers as Security yor any Dest’’—Licence tro TAKE IMMEDIATE 
Possession—Bitis oy Sate Act, 1878, ss. 3,4—Bitis or Saye Act, 
1882, ss. 3, 8, 9. 

The question in this case was whether a document which authorizes 
immediate possession to be taken of goods as security for a debt (it not 
being one of those documents in the ordinary course of business which 
are from section 4 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878) is a bill of sale 
within that Act, and therefore made void by section 9 of the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1882, because it is not made in the form given in the schedule to that 
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every bill of sale executed after the 1st of January, 1879 (whether the same 
be absolute, or subject or not subject to any trust), whereby the holder or 
tee has power, either with or without notice, and either immediately 

or at any future time, to seize or take possession of any personal chattels 
comprised in or made subject to such bill of sale.’’ Section 4 provides 
that the expression ‘‘ bill of sale’’ shall include (inter alia) ‘‘ authorities 
or licences to take possession of personal chattels as security for any debt,’’ 
but it provides that the expression shall not include various specified 
documents (such as, ¢.g., bills of lading and warrants or orders 
for the delivery of goods), ‘‘ or any other documents used in the ordinary 
course of business as proof of the possession or control of goods, or 
authorizing, or purporting to authorize, either by indorsement or by deli- 
very, the possessor of such document to transfer or receive goods thereby 
represented.” Section 3 of the Act of 1882 (which was passed to amend 
the Act of 1878) provides that the two Acts are to be construed as one, and 
that the expression “‘ bill of sale’’ shall have the same meaning in both 
Acts, except as to bills of sale mentioned in section 4 of the Act of 1878 
which may be given otherwise than as security for the payment of money, 
to which last-mentioned bills of sale the Act of 1882 shall not apply. And 
section 9 provides that ‘‘a bill of sale made or given by way of security for 
the payment of money by the grantor thereof shall be void unless made in 
accordance with the formin the schedule to this Act annexed.’’ The form 
rovides that the chattels assigned by the bill of sale shall not be liable to 
9 seized except for the causes mentioned in section 7 of the Act, none of 
which contemplate the taking of immediate possession. In the present 
case T., as security for money advanced to him by P., signed, on the 7th 
of August, 1884, the following document, addressed to P. :—‘‘I hereby 
authorize and empower you to take immediate possession of all my goods, 
chattels, plate, and other effects at No. 26, Eaton-place, Kemp-town, and 
to sell the same, either by public auction or private contract, as soon as 
convenient may be, and out of the proceeds thereof I authorize you to deduct 
any moneys due from me to you, and any accounts due from me to the 
tradespeople in and about Kemp-town, and, after deducting all proper 
charges for the sale of my effects and money advanced by you, to pay 
over to me the balance thereof.’’. Afterthe execution of the document P., 
at the request of T., consented not to take immediate possession of the 
goods, and T. remained in possession of them until September 6. On that 
day P. took possession of the qo, and a few days afterwards they 
were, by his direction, put up for sale by auction. Some of them were 
sold; the rest remained in P.’s possession. On the 12th of March, 
1885, T. was adjudicated a bunkrupt on a_ creditor’s tition 
presented in December, 1884. The trustee in the ptcy 
claimed the goods which were in the possession of P., on the ground 
that the document of the 7th of August was a bill of sale which 
was made void by the Act of 1882. The judge of the Brighton County 
Court (Mr. A. Martineau) held that the document was not made void by 
the Act of 1882, and that it was valid, and that, though it had not been 
registered as a bill of sale, sufficient possession had been taken by P. of 
the goods before the bankruptcy. In so deciding, his Honour considered 
himself bound by Ez parte Close (33 W. R. 228, L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 386) 
and Re Cunningham § Co. (33 W. R. 387, L. R. 28 Ch. D. 682). A 
divisional court (Cave and Day, JJ.) reversed this decision, and held that 
the document was void under the Act of 1882 (34 W. R. 183). The Court 
of Appeal (Lord Esxzr, M.R., and Linpiey and Lorss, L.JJ.) affirmed 
this decision. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the agreement between T. 
and P. having been reduced into writing, the writing alone could be 
looked at, and it was the sole evidence of the agreement. Looking at the 
document of August 7, it was obvious that the agreement was not one of 
purchase and sale, but one of loan upon security. The one party was to 
advance money to the other, and, as security, was to have power to take 
immediate possession of and to sell the goods of the other, and, after re- 
paying himself the advance, to account for the surplus proceeds to the 
other. The parol arrangement to a. the taking possession was 
without consideration, and did not affect the original agreement. When 
P. took possession he was clearly exercising his right under the original 
agreement. No new right had been given to him, but T. was not aware 
that he could withstand P.’s supposed right. His lordship thought that 
the document was a bill of sale under section 4 of the Act of 1878, for it 
was a licence to take possession of personal chattels as security for a debt. 
There was nothing in section 4 to exclude a licence to take immediate 
possession, and the words were sufficient to include it. It was not one of 
the documents excepted by the proviso at the end of section 4. The 
question was whether it was within the Act of 1882, for, if it was, it was 
rendered void as not being in the form in the schedule. But some judges 
had said that, in the case of such an ordinary transaction as an advance of 
money upon the security of goods, of which immediate ion was to 
be given, inasmuch as the transaction could not p gens be put into the 
form given in the schedule, the Legislature could not have intended to 
deal with such a transaction, and the true construction of the Act was 
that it did not apply to it. But the words were general, and there was 
ho exception of a document which gave a right to immediate ssion. 
The Legislature knew that bills of sale were used by lenders of money as 
& means of puzzling ignorant borrowers, and that even practised solicitors 
could not safely advise as to the meaning of bills of sale. Therefore it 
was against written documents that the Legislature meant to act. If the 
Legislature had forbidden every document but one in a specified form, the 
court was bound to give to the legislation the ordinary meaning of the 
language. His lordship thought that the Act struck at all documents 
which gave security for money upon goods, and the intention was that, 
if the agreement could not be made in the form given in the schedule, it 
should not be made at all. His loidship could not, therefore, agree with the 
ratio decidendi of either Ex parte Close or Re Cunningham § Co. The actual 
decision in Ex parte C/ose was obviously right, because the document there 





in question was within the proviso of section 4 of the Act of 1878. In 
Re Cunningham & Co., Pearson, J., applied the doctrine which was not 
necessary to the decision of Ex parte Close, and apparently intended to 
agree with it. The Master of the Rolls could not agree with the doctrine. 
The legislation was very harsh against lenders of money, but it was 
necessary to protect some borrowers, and the Act applied to all lenders. 
The document could not, therefore, be relied on for any purpose, and the 
taking of possession by P. was unauthorized. Liyvreyv, L.J., thought that 
the case was a very hard one upon the particular lender, but he could not 
see his way out of the very strmgent provisions of the Act of 1882. He 
felt driven to say that the document was within the Act of 1878, and also 
withm the Act of 1882, which was much more stringent. The object was 
to protect needy borrowers against unscrupulous lenders, but the Act 
applied equally to honest lenders. Ifthe document was made void by the 
Act, the parties could not afterwards ratify and confirm it, and there was 
no evidence here of any subsequent independent transaction. His lordship 
thought that the reasoning in the two cases relied on was erroneous; the 
true conclusion was that, if a document, given as security for money and 
not within the exceptions, was not in the statutory form, it was void alto- 
gether. But the Act was exceedingly tyrannical and despotic. Lorrs, 
L.J., concurred, but said that, having had considerable experience of the 
iniquities perpetrated by means of bills of sale, he thought that the Act 
was a very good and salutary one.—CounseL, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and 
Gore ; Philbrick, Q.C., and Parsons. Souscrrors, Nash § Field ; Plunkett & 
Leader. 


Ex parte BARNE, Re BARNE—C. A. No. 1, 22nd January. 


Banxrvercy Perrrrion—Jvnispicrion—Domicit or Desrorn—Resrpexce— 
Onvs pronanpI—Banxkrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 6, suB-sEctTron 1 (p.), 8. 95. 


A question arose in this case as to the onus probandi of the English 
domicil of a debtor against whom a bankruptcy ition is pre- 
sented. Section 6 (1) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides that “‘a 
creditor shall not be entitled to present a bankruptcy petition against a 
debtor unless (inter alia) (d.) the debtor is domiciled in England, or, within 
a year before the date of the presentation of the petition, has ordinarily 
resided or had a dwelling-house or place of business in England,”’ and 
section 95 provides that, if the debtor has resided or carried on business 
within the London bankruptcy district for the greater part of the six months 
immediately preceding the presentation of the petition, or is not resident 
in England, the petition shall be presented to the High Court. In the 
present case a bankruptcy petition was presented in the Queen’s Bench 
Division against a debtor named Barne, who was described in it as ‘‘ late 
of Gort House, Petersham, in the county of Surrey, and of the Junior 
United Service Club, Charles-street, St. James's, in the county of Middle- 
sex, retired officer in her Majesty’s army, and lately carrying on business 
as a flint glass manufacturer at William-street, Lambeth, in the county 
of Surrey, and at 97, Cannon-street, in the City of London.” The 
petitioner alleged that the debtor had for the greater part of six months 
next preceding the presentation of the petition carried on business at 
William-street and Cannon-street. Barne gave notice of his intention to 
oppose the making of a receiving order on the ground, among others, that 
he had not, for the greater part of the six months next preceding the 
presentation of the petition, carried on business as therein alleged. This 
notice did not in any way suggest that the debtor had not an a 
domicil. A receiving order was made by Mr. Registrar Giffard, on 
the debtor’s appeal it was urged that the onws of proving that the debtor 
was domiciled in England was on the creditor, and this onws had 
not been discharged, the creditor not having adduced any evidence of the 
debtor’s domicil. For this proposition Er parte Cunningham (L. R. 13 
Q. B. D. 418, 28 Soxrcrroxs’ Jounnat, 597) was relied on. It was 
objected that the allegation in the petition as to the place of the debtor's 
carrying on business had not been proved. The Court of Appeal (Lord 
Esuer, M.R., and Lixpiey and Lopsrs, L.JJ.) refused to discharge the 
receiving order. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the court was bound by 
the decision in Ex parte Cunningham (which he thought was right), that the 
burden of proving the jurisdiction of the court with reference to both 
section 6 and section 95 was on the petitioning creditor. The language 
used by Baggallay, L.J., in Ex parte Cunningham must be understood 
with reference to the facts of that case. There it was assumed by every- 
proving an Eegish domicl of the debtor lay ‘righsally on. the potl 

roving an Eng’ C) ° ebtor on - 
eutan creditor, it lay more heavily on him rf the debtor's domial of 
origin was in Ireland. The only question was how much primd facie 
evidence was necessary on the = of the petitioning creditor to shift 
the burden of proof. It would contrary to the tice and to the 
necessity of the case that the petitioning creditor sho’ go to the court 
with evidence to prove the “7 a ilof the debtor if it been 
assumed throughout that he was domiciled in England. In 
the present case the debtor himself had wed all that was 
for the only proper inference from an affidavit which he had filed 
that he was a born Englishman, and that he was, when the petition 
presented, resident in Brussels. He did not pretend that he had 
his domicil of origin. He had himself brought himself within the juris- 
diction. Lryorey, L.J., said that the petitioning creditor could not be 
expected to go into court with evidence of the debtor's English 
when there was no reason to suppose that it would be disputed. If it 
was disputed, the burden of proof was on him, After the debtor's affidavit 
in this case it would be pedantic to say that A! other evidence was required. 
Lorgs, L.J., said that the petitioning itor must give pried Jeoie 
evidence to shew the jurisdiction of the court, But here the debtor's own 
affidavit had removed the objections under both sections —Corrsai, 2. 
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Melville; Cooper Willis, Q.C., and F. Cooper Willis. Soricrrors, Jackson § 
Co. ; Tamplin, Tayler, ¢ Joseph. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
S. v. K.—Chitty, J., 26th and 27th January. 


Costs—TaxatTion—INTERLOCUTORY Proceepincs—Costs or Morion IN 
Action —Instauctions on Mortron To commit ror Breacu or Injunction. 


This was a summons by the defendant to review taxation. The taxing 
master had, in taxing the costs of a motion made in 1885, disallowed 
instructions to move and instructions for the brief on motion, on the 
ground that there was no fee for instructions to move in an action recog- 
nized by the rules or practice, and a fee for instructions on brief was only 
allowed on motion for judgment, or some motion by means of which the 
action was brought to an end, and that the motion in the present case was 
not of that kind. It appeared that, in 1883, the present action was 
instituted in the usual form for making a young lady a ward of court, 
and an injunction on motion made against H. (who was not a party to the 
action) restraining him from communication, &c., with the ward. In 1885 
a motion was made by the defendant to commit H. for breach of the 
injunction. The motion was refused, but H. was ordered to pay costs 
The defendant submitted that the motion was in the nature of a special 
or original motion in the action, depending on entirely new information, 
apart from that by which the proceedings in 1883 were supported. 
Curry, J., said that the whole question was whether the motion was or 
was not a distinct proceeding. The motion was not an original pro- 
ceeding; it was a motion to enforce an order made on a previous 
motion. It was therefore neither a new proceeding nor in the nature of a 
new proceeding. The taxing master was therefore right.—CovunseL, Ince, 
Q.C., and Dauney ; Levett. Soxrcrrors, Alfred Inderwick ; Lewis § Lewis. 





BEDDINGTON +. DEICHMAN—Ohitty, J., 24th January. 
Taxatton—R. 8. C., orp. 65, x. 27 (9, 27, 40)—Costs or WITNESSES NOT 


CALLED—Discretion oF Taxtnc Master. 


This was a summons by the defendant to review taxation. The action 
had been dismissed with costs. The taxing master having disallowed 
expenses of two witnesses subpoenaed by the defendant but not called, the 
defendant objected that they were proper and necessary witnesses pro- 
cured under the advice of counsel and not called, because in counsel’s 
opinion the plaintiffs had not made out a strong enough case to require 
any further evidence on behalf of the defendant. The taxing master 
answered that there was no evidence on the defendant’s part produced as 
to the reason alleged for not calling the witnesses, and that the real 
reason was that their evidence would have been of no value, and that 
under R. 8S. C., 1883, ord. 65, r. 27 (29), the adverse party was not to be 
called —_ to pay costs which appeared to the taxing master to have been 
i through over-caution. The defendant submitted that the 
expenses were reasonable within ord. 65, r. 27 (9), and said that he had 
tendered no evidence as to the utility of the witnesses’ evidence, because 
he had no foreknowl that their expenses would be disallowed. 
Currry, J., said that, under ord. 65, r. 27 (40), the taxing master had a 
discretion as to receiving further evidence. He had, in the present 
instance, not called for further evidence. He, Mr. Justice Chitty, had 
decided in Levetus v. Newton (28 Sorictrors’ Jovurnat, 166), that costs of 
witnesses not called could be properly allowed. He, however, in the 
present case, was not going to overrule the taxing master, because he saw 
no ground of interference with the discretion given to the taxing master 
under ord. pa BEL He was not prepared to say that the court 
would not i in a case where the discretion had been wrongly 
exercised. But that did not appear to be so here. The taxing master 
had £aid that the reason why the witnesses were not called arose out of 
over-caution. To overrule the taxing master in that opinion might be to 
overrule the taxation as a whole, for it was to be remembered, as had 
been said by Jessel, M.R., that it was not always possible to so tax as to 
do exact justice, but that taxation was a question of giving and taking. 
In reviewing taxation that excellent rule was not to be lost sight of. The 
summons was dismissed, with costs.—Counset, Stirling; Alexander. 
Souicizors, C. ¢ 8. Harrison ; E. H. Montagu. 





It is mye that the hearing of the eleven parliamentary election 
rg have now been presented will be commenced early in 


The President of the Liverpool Incorporated Law Society (Mr. 
Gray-Hill) was guest at the usual Grand Day dinner at the Middle 
Temple on Wednesday. 

Mr. Baron Pollock, at the North Wales Assizes, has had the unique 
experience of receiving two pairs cf white kid gloves in Anglesey and 
Carnarvonshire. In Denbighshire there was only one prisoner for trial, 
and he was found Not Guilty. 


It is stated that there are 180 appeals entered for hearing at the ensu: 
sessions of the Court of General Assessment Sessions, under the Valuation 
(Metropolis) Act, 1869, and it is understood that applications will he made 
to enter some aAditional appeals in a supplementary list, 
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THE LAND LAWS. 


A “‘Srarement on the Land Laws’’ has been issued by the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society. After pointing out that the phrase “land 
registration ’? may mean either (1) registration of titles, or (2) registration 
of assurances (i.¢., of conveyances, mortgages, and other deeds), such as 
exists at the present time in Ireland and Scotland, and in the 
English counties of Middlesex and York, the council give a short 
history of land legislation during the last fifty years, concluding as 
follows :— 

Such is a concise history of land-transfer legislation during the last 
half-century, from which it will be seen that great improvements have 
been effected; that the length of deeds has been reduced to a minimum; 
that their complexity has entirely disappeared ; that law charges are no 
longer dependent on length or complexity of title, but are governed by 
an ad valorem scale; and that in spite of several well-meant efforts at 
establishing registration, either of deeds or titles, none of such efforts 
have been rewarded with any even moderate measure of success. The 
council consider that the success of the great measures of 1881 and 1882 (and 
indeed of all the succcessful conveyancing statutes of the last fifty years) is 
entirely due to the fact that their provisions were suggested, drafted, or 
corrected by cage eg ame grog (barristers and solicitors) intimately 
acquainted with the difficulties to be overcome, and who have for the 
most part given their services gratuitiously (even in the laborious work of 
drafting). Lattle or no assistance has been received from the public, or 
the Government for the time being. Even with regard to Lord Cairns’ 
Acts, the Government of the day were merely passive, and the Acts were 
in no case considered Government measures. 

The council next proceed to state the arguments for and against regis. 
tration (1) of deeds, and (2) of titles :— 

Registration of Deeds.—The institution of a registry of assurances has for 
its one specific object the security of title by means of the preservation of 
evidence. That a register of assurances would afford increased securit 
there can be no reasonable doubt. A)l those evils and objections whic 
arise from the suppression or loss of documentary evidence of title would 
be removed by a general register of deeds and other assurances, which 
would (as has been well said) protect every man against the ordinary 
accidents to which muniments of title are subject, and particularly in 
those cases where a portion only of an estate being purchased, the title- 
deeds are retained by the vendor, or are delivered to one of several 
purchasers. Again, at the present time, a m willing to advance 
money on a second mortgage has no real certainty that there is only one 
mortgage prior to his; for the first mortgagee has the deeds, and there 
may be a dozen other mortgages of whicb the proposed second mortgagee 
may have no notice, but which would, in the absence of special circum- 
stances, rank in order of date. It is obvious that this age a door to 
fraud, and, as a matter of fact, some fraud is actually perpetrated, 
which would be obviated if all the mortgages and char, were 
registered, and took priority in order of registration. It would, 
however, be necessary in that case to provide that, on registration of 
a second or subsequent mortgage, the mortgagee should forthwith 
give notice of his charge to prior mortgagees, so as to prevent their making 
further advances. Some provision of that kind would be indispensable, 
otherwise in the case of mortgages for securing current accounts with 
bankers, or mortgages to building societies where the money is advanced 
by instalments, the register would have to be searched on every occasion 
that a further advance was required. This difficulty in the case of 
mortgages to bankers was practically felt in Yorkshire, under the 
Yorkshire Registries Act, 1884, by which mortgages are made to take 
priority according to the date of registration. In that county, owing to 
this fact, a mortgage to a banker was actually more dangerous than if 
there had been no register at all; and consequently it was found necessary 
in 1885 to pass an amending Act to set this right. If a register of deeds 
were instituted, a mortgage might be discharged by a simple indorsed 
receipt, as is now done under the Building Society Acts; the numerous 
disputes now more or less ri nae between mortgagees as to their relative 
priorities would be rendered almost im ble ; and the technical doctrines 
of tacking and consolidation might safely abolished. A register of 
mortgages alone was advocated by Mr. N. T. Lawrence in his inaugural 
address in the year 1879. He did not p that registration should be 
essential to a mortgage, but only that it should give priority to a registered 
mortgage over an unregiste mortgage, and preference to registered 
mortgages according to the priority of registration. On the other hand, a 
register of assurances would not — to simplify title or facilitate the 
transfer of land;* in other words, it would not obviate the existing 
necessity of investigating the title. All that it would do would be to give 
to a purchaser greater certainty that the deeds were genuine deeds, and 
that there were no documents suppressed. A register of deeds would 


necessarily increase the expense now incident to tions in land, 
inasmuch as it would add to the present costs the of ene the 
register, and of placing the new transaction on the register. If the 


registry were centralized in London it would have to be an immense 
di tof the Government, foritis estimated that 7 of 1,000 deeds 
re to land are executed daily. If, on the other hand, local registries 
were established, the expense of mate © skilled clerk from (say) London 
to inspect a register in (say) Northumberland would add enormously to 
the cost of a purchaser in London who wished to purchase Northumbrian 
land; and there are serious objections entertained by solicitors to in- 
structing a strange solicitor to act as agent, which would be the only 
alternative. Another objection, which it is believed is much felt by 








* Report Land Transfer Commissioners, 1857, P, 10, 
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bankers and their customers, is that a register of mortgages would put an 
end to the convenient custom now in use of raising money by adeposit of 
title-deeds. Indeed, in Middlesex and Yorkshire, such mortgages are now 
very generally declined ; whereas in counties in which no register exists, it is 
almost as easy to raise money by deposit of title-deeds as it is by pawning 
a chattel at a pawnbroker’s. It has also been urged that a registry would 
unduly disclose private affairs, at all events if the actual deeds and not 
mere memorials were required to be registered. Such an objection 
(especially if local registries were adopted) seems worthy of serious 
consideration; and unless precautions were adopted to prevent it, the 
proprietors of certain trade publications would undoubtedly search the 
register de die in diem, and give publicity to every deed and caveat registered, 
just as now happens in the case of bills of sale. Notwithstanding the 
objections above indicated, a registry of deeds has for many years been in 
operation in Scotland, where it appears to give general satisfaction, and is 
said, owing to a good system of indexing and searching, to afford con- 
siderable facilities in the sale and transfer of land. 

Registration of Titles.—[Before considering the arguments for and against 
registration of title, the council discuss the question how, if a registry of 
title be established, the land of the kingdom could be all brought on it 
with safety and dispatch.] They conclude that a compulsory registration 
of all titles requiring an indefeasible title to be shewn to the registrar 
would be an impossibility in this country ; for, putting aside the expense, 
delay, and danger to persons who may have technical flaws in their title, 
it would require an army of highly-skilled registrars to cope with the 
hundreds of thousands of titles which would be presented to them. Con- 
sequently, if compulsory registration of title is ever to become a reality, 
it will be necessary to adopt one of three courses:—Either (1) every 
person having a primd facie possessory title must be registered, and the 
State must undertake to compensate in money all subsequent purchasers 
who may be ousted by reason of the title so registered proving bad; or 
(2) every person having a primé facie possessory title must be registered 
as owner, but without that fact implying any guarantee of his title until 
by the lapse of time the rights of all persons claiming adversely to him 
may be barred ; or (3) there must be a landed estates court, as in Ireland, 
giving an indefeasible title, and, in case of a sale, judicially deciding who 
is entitled to the — of sale. (1) Doubtless the first of these three 
methods would have the advantage of bringing all estates at once 
on to the register with a teed parliamentary title. The 
plan is, however, open to some very obvious objections. In the 
first place, if it is made compulsory it would (as has been 
pointed out by the Land Transfer Commissioners of 1857) ‘‘ be 
oppressive either, on the one hand, to require claimants out ot 
possession to come forward and make assertion of their rights in 
order to avoid losing them, or, on the other, to put the persons 
in possession to the defence of their rights as against any stale claims or 
assertions of right that might be set up.’’ In addition to this, itisa 
question rather for statesmen than lawyers to consider whether it is 
fitting that the State should undertake the cost of proving or insuring 
titles. (2) The obvious objection to the second plan (which is the scheme 
propounded by Mr. Cookson in 1857) is that the immediate effect of such 
a register would be small, and the nation would have to wait for many 
years before its advantages would become apparent. For, supposing a 
man to purchase an estate in 1887, and to place himself on the register as 
an owner in fee simple, and supposing that he wanted to sell in 1890, his 
registration would of little ussistance to him. The purchaser would 
necessarily require to investigate the title anterior to the registration, in 
order to see that the vendor was fee-simple owner free from incumbrances 
when he was placed on the register. In course of time this necessity 
would disappear as the possibility of claims anterior to the registration 
died out. As the Land Transfer Commissioners of 1870 felicitously ex- 
press it, ‘‘It is as if a filter were placed athwart a muddy stream ; the 
water above remains muddy, but below it is clear; and when you get so 
far down the stream as never to have occasion to ascend abeve the filter, 
it is the same thing as though the stream was clear from its source.”” (3) 
The third plan—viz., the establishment of a landed estates court, pre- 
sided over by a judge of the first importance, and endowed with power to 
sell or convey estates with an indefeasible title—would be extremely 
costly, and probably very dilatory, and would be likely to delay the settle- 
ment of the question for an indefinite period; possibly for a period 
exceeding that required for the working out of the second method above 
referred to. 

Arguments in Favour of Registration of Title—The arguments in favour of 
registration of title are undeniably weighty, and worthy of the most 
serious consideration. It would, when once firmly and completely 
established, and when Parliament or time had rendered it unnecessary to 
investigate the title anterior to the register, entirely do away with the 
necessity for investigating title, except as to parcels, inasmuch as for the 
purpose of conferring a good title on a purchaser or mortgagee, the person 
whose name is on the register would “ deemed the true and absolute 
owner. Itis also claimed for the system that the transfer itself is simpler 
and cheaper than the present system, and that it would merely consist of 
ashort authority to the registrar to make an entry of transfer on the 
register. At present, on each sale an abstract of title has to be prepared 
by the vendor and perused by the purchaser. Any imperfection in the 
title during the period over which it extends (now usually f years) has 
to be explained, and this (though not so often as is comm assumed) 
causes expense and deluy. The title berg | eqerores. the conveyance has 
to be dralted by the purchaser, approved by the vendor, engrossed, and 
executed. Now, let us take the case of the same estate with a registered 
title. During the whole of the forty years (if it could have been placed 
upon a register of titles) all the dealings with the estate by mor , settle- 
Ment, and so on might have gone on just as they now go on jn the absence of 





aregister: but in place of there being any mention of them upon the register, 
from time to time, as they arose, they would have been guarded upon the 
register by caveats and ibitions. Under those circumstances the same 
person pro to sell the estate; he agrees with the purchaser for the 

rice, and he says to him: ‘‘ The first thing you have to do is to go to the 

and Registry and satisfy yourself, or let your solicitor satisfy himself, as to 
the parcels, and see that the estate which I say is there upon the register is 
the estate which you want to buy.” Thep and says: “ Yes, I 
am satisfied that the parcels are quite correct ; but I see that your register 
of title 1s covered with twenty-five inhibitions and caveats.’”” The vendor 
says: ‘*Do not concern yourself about them ; what day will you be ready 
with your money? I will execute the instrument necessary to register 
you as owner, and you may rest assured that all those inhibitions and 
caveats will disappear, and that the registrar will transfer the estate into 
your name on payment of the money.” In such a transaction there 
would be no obstruction, no abstract, no investigation of any kind; but 
the vendor would simply have to procure the consent of the various 
inhibitors and persons entering caveats to their removal. The purchaser 
would have nothing whatever to do with it. 

The council next state Sir R. Torrens’ Australian system of land 
registry, which is not compulsory except as to ts from the Crown 
since the commencement of the Act. There is only one Central Agency 
in each colony. There has been no preparatory simplification of title, 
but estates for life, estates tail, and all the other interests in land known 
in England, together with charges and liens, are all dealt with in the 
register. The title is indefeasible, except when registration has been 
obtained by fraud, and the i on of a transfer bond fide 
for value is indefeasible, even though it be obtained from or through 
a transferor who obtained registration fraudulently. If the trans- 
feror does not attend mally and execute the instrument required 
to authorize a transfer in the presence of the registrar, the execution 
must be attested by a legal practitioner, or the transferor must acknow- 
ledge, or the witness must prove the signature, before a notary public, 
justice of the peace, or commissioner for taking affidavits. On a transfer, 
the certificate or other instrument evidencing the title of the transferor 
must be deposited, together with the form of contract for transfer. The 
registrar will then enter the memorial of transfer on the proper folium of 
the register, which act passes the estate. The register is compiled by 
binding together the duplicates of all certificates of title, each con- 
stituting a distinct folium consisting of two or more , set apart for 
recording in the order of registration the memorials of future dealings, 
until a change of absolute ownership occurs, when the existing certificate 
is cancelled, the existing folium of the register closed, a fresh certificate 
is issued to the new proprietor, and a new folium is opened in the register, 
upon which are carried forward the memorials of all lesser estates and all 
charges current at the time of transfer. The instrument executed by the 
transferor does not effect, but merely authorizes a transfer by the regis- 
trar, and may be sent to him through the post. The entry in the register 
is the essential act which gives validity to the transaction, and charges take 
priority according to date of registration. It is expressly enacted that a 
mortgage or other security takes effect as.a cecurity only, and not as a 
transfer of the land, and, on default in payment, the creditor is enabled 
to sell the land or to make himself registered dp ey Charges are 
transferable by indorsement in a form prin on the back of the 
certificate of charge, and as freely as Exchequer Bills (Social 
Science, 1863, p. 171), and are released by entries of satisfaction in the 
register on production of a receipt. It is also stated that transmissions 
by insolvency, will, or intestacy are merely required to be so authenticated 
to the registrar that he may be able to ize the parties entitled to 
deal. The general result is stated by Sir R. Torrens as follows :—‘* The 
system of registration is metropolitan. Under it, a vendor meeting his 
purchaser, or a mortgagor meeting his mortgagee, at York would procure 
the prescribed form of contract at the nearest stationer’s, fill it in, and 
sign it in presence of a notary. The purchaser or mortgagee would see 
the exact state of the title upon the inspection of the certificate, and, 
having ascertained by telegram that there were no caveats prohibiting the 
dealing, might, with perfect safety, pay over the stipulated sum in 
exchange for the contract of transfer or of , together with the 
certificate of title, which he would forward through the post to the 
capital for registration, with a Post Office order for the fees, and receive 
back the instruments indorsed with certificate of registration. In such 
case, the sole advantage of ‘ district’ over ‘ central’ registration appears 
to be represented in the cost of postage and telegrams.” How the 
registrar assures himself of the genuine character of documents thus 
received through the post does not appear. It is obvious that great 
facility is thus afforded to who may steal or forge a certificate of 
title to commit frauds. It is stated that the charges, though low, cover 
the expenses, and that the old process of conveyancing is entirely 
superseded, meaning, it is conceived, conveyancing as far as regards 
vendor and purchaser, mortgagor and : i 

s settlements and wills, must still remain. 
settlements are comparatively unusual in Australia; but Sir R. Torrens 
cannot see any serious difficulties in the way of the introduction of the 
system into England, and considers the whole difficulty to be in first 

acing the land on the register with safety to all persons interested. Sir 

. Torrens further states that, as a fund to compensate owners for mis- 
take, a contribution of a half-penny in the pound,* equal to 4s. 2d. per 
cent., is levied on the value of the land when first brought under the 
system, and upon the value of land transmitted by will, or upon an 
intestacy, but that very few errors have ocourred, and a has 
consequently accumulated in all the colonies. Sir R. Torrens this 


* Now reduced in Tasmania to a farthing in the pound 
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contribution ‘‘an almost inappreciable sum.’’ It is equivalent to a little 
more than one per cent. on each five years’ purchase of the rental of the 
land, and, after the first payment, becomes a tax similar to legacy duty 
(not succession duty) in this country. Under the Torrens’ system, 
equitable m s are effected in this way (Social Science Report, 1878, 
. 205) :—** The borrower executes a contract for charge in the authorized 
an either for a specified sum or, as is more usual, for such sum as may 
a se balance of account at any future date. This instrument, 
the cate of title, is held by the creditor, who does not register, 
but lodges a caveat forbidding the registration of any dealing with the 
land until fourteen days, or other named period, have elapsed after notice 
of intention to register the same had been served by the registrar at an 
address given. A red ink cross, with the number of the caveat, is then 
in in the proper folium of the register. The creditor, upon receipt 
of such notice, or at any time, may turn his equitable mo e into a 
registered charge by presenting the contract for charge, with the de- 
posited certificate of title, at the registry office.”’* Direct settle- 
ments are effected thus (Social Science Report, 1878, p. 205):— 
‘“*The registered proprietor executes a form of transfer himself, 
or any other person, for life, with reversion to others in succession, 
with or without powers of appointment, ¢ and with remainder over, as he 
pe dary ay In such case the existing certificate of title of the land is 
cancelled, the register folium closed, a fresh folium opened, and a fresh 
certificate issued for a life estate. Upon the death of the tenant for life 
this must be surrendered, and a fresh certificate issued to the next rever- 
sioner { for the estate to which he succeeds, in accordance with the terms 
of the instrument of transfer executed by the original settlor.’’ Indirect 
settlements are effected by transfer to trustees who hold in trust, or by 
the registered —— constituting himself the trustee. Notice of the 
trusts cannot be entered on the carter, but they may be protected by 
caveat and deposit of the trustinstrumentin the registry. Also the words 
**no survivorship” may be entered on the register, and then no dealing 
can take place without the sanction of the court until the original number 
of trustees § is filled up. With respect to the necessity for district regis- 
tries, Sir R. Torrens states that ‘‘ the dealings of the proprietor are not 
in any way facilitated by the existence of a registry in the locality where 
the lands are situated ; although he may derive some convenience from the 
existence of a registry at the place where he happens to be at the time of 
dealing.’ 

Although Sir Robert Torrens’ system is considered by many persons to 
have worked well in the coloniet (a conclusion, however, from which some 
members of the council who have had experience of it dissent), it seems 
more than doubtful to the council, with their experience of Lord West- 
py Act and Lord Cairns’ Act of 1875, whether it would be practicable 
in this country. It must be remembered that this system is very like that 
which was embodied in Lord Westbury’s repealed Act of 1862, necessi- 
tating a ect title being shewn to the satisfaction of the re 
before land could be brought on to the register. Probably in the colonies 
the great bulk of the land is held under Crown grants of very recent date, 
and such grants of course afford conclusive roots of title. Even where such 
grants are not of recent date, they cannot at all events be very old, and as 
settlements of land have not been much in vogue in Australia (where real 
estate is usually dealt with as a commercial speculation rather than, as 
with us, as a permanent possession valued for its own sake) the investi- 
gation of such titles is pees a comparatively simple matter. In 
Australia, too, the land has been officially mapped out in large square 
blocks, and no difficulty is experienced as to boundaries. In England, 
on the other hand (as has been proved in the case of Lord Westbury’s 
repealed Act), the investigation of titles by a registrar is a very different 
affair, and the proof of boundaries presents a still more serious difficulty ; 
in fact, a difficulty so serious that Lord Cairns felt himself obliged to 

se with an investigation of boundaries in the case of indefeasible 

titles registered under his Land Transfer Act of 1875. In short, as before 
stated, the expense of an official investigation of English titles would be 
simply ruinous. Experience teaches us that no system of registration of 
titles involving prior investigation will ever be voluntarily adopted by 
English landowners, who have the greatest interest in making their land 
saleable. On the other hand, any compulsory system would not only 
involve all landowners in the really fearful cost of proving their titles, 
but would also throw so sudden and enormous a strain on any machinery 
devised to meet it that the direst confusion must result. It would be as 
if the Railway Clearing House, with all its existing complexity and 
business, had been suddenly brought into full operation, instead 
of steadily and naturally growing up. Even in the colonies this was 
so strongly felt that Torrens’ system is only compulsory so far as 
relates to Crown grants posterior in date to the establishment of the 
. In short, it is obvious to the council that any system of 
registration of titles, in which the registrar or registrars would have 
to perform functions other than purely ministerial, could never be worked 





* This provision seems to meet one objection which has been made to re 
tration of title—viz., that it would, under the rule in Clayton’s case (by whicha 
security for an account current only covers the balance due at the date of a 


wabeed nent mestqnee of which the banker has notice), be necessary for bankers 

or building a7< to make an almost daily search of the register, The lodging 

4s rene A + banker, however, would shift the onus of such a search from 
nanker, 


would feel safe in making advances until notice under the 
caveat, 


+ On a transfer, therefore, the registrar has to decide on the validity of the 
exercine fA any power, and in favour of a bond fide purchaser his decision is con- 
Cusive. 


+ Whose title, for instance, whether he is an eldest or legitimate son, must be 
decided by the revistrar. 


+ By “ trustees” is probably meant “ registered proprietcrs.”” It i» distinctly 
ated that the register does not shew any one to be trustec. 





in England with that certainty and dispatch which would be required, 


and that, if any m of tion is to succeed here, it must rather 
roceed on the lines of Mr. Cookson than on those of Sir R. Torrens, 

ir R. Torrens es that any system to succeed in this country must be 
compulsory, and he combats the ment that the staff would be over. 
whelmed with work by saying that business is now got through tediously. 
Though, no doubt, instances of delay can be cited, the council emphati- 
cally deny this sweeping charge of tediousness. Delay, as a rule, is con. 
fined to official departments, as the Supreme Court and the Middlesex 
5 Solicitors are dilatory at the peril of losing their clients. Mr. 
G. E. cis, Registrar for the Forest of Dean, may be cited * as dissent. 
ing from the proposition that a system suitable to a colony would answer 
equally well in this country. He puts the yearly amount of deeds coming 
before Sir R. Torrens at 700 or 800, instead of the 300,000 here, and quotes 
Sir R. Torrens as saying that in the colony there is no difficulty in going 
back for a clear title fitty or sixty years. 

Arguments against Registration of Titles.—If (as seems clear to the council) 
Sir R. Torrens’ scheme of compulsory registration of all interests (and it 
must be remembered that compulsion in the case of existing titles has 
never been attempted even in the colonies) can certainly not be effected in 
this country, it is now necessary to consider the objections to other 

ms, such as Mr. Cookson’s, in which all limited interests, trusts, and 

the like are —_ off the register, as in the register of ships and stocks, 
One weighty objection to all such systems is that an adept in forgery or 
im tion might persuade the registrar to register him as transferee, 
hetr, devisee, or realty representative (if one were constituted); and 
in that case might immediately sell and confer an indefeasible title on a 
urchaser. In the case of Consols, the Bank of England is responsible 
or ~y mistake; and if, by means of a forged power of attorney, or 
fraudulent identification, or otherwise, stock gets wrongly transferred, 
the bank has to make it good. In the case of land there would be no 
bank to fall back upon, and the registrar could not be made responsible 
for forged transfers. Then, if the State (as in Australia) guaranteed the 
registered title, the remedy would be peentey oy; This is sufficient 
in the case of Consols, but not in the case of land. If the purchaser is 
to take the com ation instead of the land, where is his indefeasible 
title? If the re red owner is to take the compensation, the title of a 
purchaser is indefeasible as against the past, but not as against the future. 
To one or other indefeasible title vanishes wherever, on the last or any 
preceding transfer appearing on the register, there has been forgery or 
personation. If the purchaser should get an indefeasible title, good titles 
would be easier to acquire, but less safe to keep, than they are now. The 
council are, however, decidedly of opinion that, if indefeasible titles and 
compensation be introduced in this country, the compensation should be 
given to the intending P mgynnon and not to the otherwise defrauded 
owner on the re; = e contrary course must give rise to a very un- 
easy feeling in the mind of a registered proprietor, whose right, after the 
lapse of a very short time, must be taken as well established against 
previous fraud. Moreover, the contrary course would assist fraud by 
causing purchasers to be careless as to the parties with whom they might 
deal as vendors. Under Lord Cairns’ Land Transfer Act of 1875, the 
entry on the register appears to be conclusive in favour of a person taking 
for value (see sections 30 and 98). By a forged transfer an owner is liable 
to be deprived of his land, and by a forged transfer or receipt, a mortgagee 
is liable to find his security gone. The rights of both depend solely on 
the vigilance of the registry officials. This would certainly prevent any 
prudent owner voluntarily bringing his estate on the register, except with 
a view to an immediate sale, and must tend to prevent the ready 
acceptance of a registered title. Bearing in mind the danger of forged 
transfers, it is obvious that the registrar would be strict in requiring 
evidence of identity. In dealing with Consols, the bank is able to insist 
upon identification by brokers or bankers, a small community of known 
men. It is believed that, as a general rule, no other evidence of iden- 
tity is accepted. The banker or broker only identifies for a customer, 
and a person employing neither banker nor broker is practically denied 
the right of transfer. The rules issued under Lord Cairns’ Act require all 
documents to be attested by a solicitor, and duly verified by a statutory 
declaration made by him, identifying the transferor with the person 
whose name is entered as registered proprietor. Again, the Record of 
Title Act (Ireland), 1865 (28 & 29 Vict. c. 88), s. 27, contemplates, as a 
general rule, the attendance of the parties or their attorneys in person at 
the office, and attestation by a solicitor is required ; but special provision 
is made by section 29.for recording deeds not executed at the office. If 
requirements of this kind be retained, there is an end to the idea that the 
ublic can walk into the registry office and effect a transfer without pro- 
essional assistance. If the requirement be not retained, there is a grave 
additional element of danger. One of the greatest difficulties encountered 
in every system of conveyancing is the age of the identity of the 
perty proposed to be conveyed with that to which a title is made. 
ven where maps are used the difficulty is still felt, particularly where 
agricultural land has been converted into a building estate, or where 
roads have been diverted by railway —— fences straightened, the 
configuration of fields altered, and the like. The same di culty would 
be still felt with a register, and many reformers insist that any 
register of title must be so constituted that in nearly all cases the 
person in posseesion or receipt of rents shall also be the registered pro- 
rietor, otherwise the fact as to possession will contradict the register. 

e importance of this is obvious when we consider that the evidence as 
to the identity of the property purchased with that to which title is 
shewn will consist, in most cases (as at present), of a statutory declara- 
tion that for, say twenty years, A., B., and C. successively have been in 











* Hog, Science, 1878, p, 214, 
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ession of the particular land. If the register shews no proprietorship 
y A. B., or C., as, for instance, if their trustee were registered pro- 
prietor, the evidence wholly fails of effect, unless the equitable title under 
which A., B., and C. were beneficially entitled to the possession of the 
land be investigated. Such an investigation would, however, of course, 
entirely defeat the object of a registry of titles. In short, the tenant for 
life, and not the trustees of a settlement, ought to be the registered pro- 
prietor. In regard to identity, it is material to bear in mind that no 
reliance can be placed on many of the ordnance maps, especially as to 
poundaries between properties. In many cases the existing maps are old, 
and, by straightening or other alteration of fences, the extension of 
buildings, and the like, the whole face of the land has been altered since 
the survey—a very striking example of which is to be seen in the town of 
Hove, and, indeed, in any of the outlying suburbs of London. Who, for 
instance, would recognize a plot of land in West Kensington from the 
ordnance map of twenty years ago? A straightened fence between two 
properties becomes, under the existing system of title, an actual legal 
boundary in course of time, more or less long, and generally in twelve 
years. With a register of title it will be different ; the old fence will be 
perpetuated by the registry map. This suggests another difficulty as to 
how titles are to be quieted, as at present, after lapse of time by means 
of the Statutes of Limitation. Say that fifteen years ago A. was 
registered proprietor, but for twelve years B. has been in possession with- 
out acknowledgment. He cannot sell without becoming registered pro- 
prietor. To be registered he must at least prove to the registrar (it ought 
to be to the court) that he has had possession without acknowledgment of 
the ousted owner’s rights. How can this be done properly in the absence 
of the person most interested to deny it? Lord Cairns’ Land Transfer 
Act of 1875, s. 21, treats registration of title as, to a certain extent, in- 
consistent with the operation of the Statutes of Limitation, and excludes 
their operation as against a registered proprietor* ; but they are still left 
to operate in his favour, and are also left in full operation as to charges.t 
Another difficulty is that on the death of a registered proprietor 
the registrar would (unless a realty representative be constituted) 
have to adjudicate as to who was entitled to succeed to the estate. 
Sir R. Torrens treats transmissions of interest by will, intestacy, or 
otherwise as causing no difficulty. They are probably of a simple 
nature in the colonies, and persons and dealings are more notorious, 
making fraud difficult. In this country, in the absence of a realty re- 
presentative, the process of proving on death the title of the next pro- 
prietor would, or at least ought to, be similar to that of proving title to 
money in court. The decision on the sufficiency of proof is a duty to be 
performed by a judge, and not, as before stated, by a registrar. The 
registry will be either centralized in London orlocalizedin different centres. 
If centralized in London, the facility of sending documents through the 
post cannot be relied on, and the expense and trouble of visiting London 
with the requisite witnesses does not need to be pointed out. If the 
registry be local, it by no means follows that either the owner or pur- 
chaser of the land lives in the locality. Again, if the registry be local, it 
would entail, in many cases, sending down a trusted person with a power 
of attorney from London, or some other place at a distance, and when he 
got to the local registry he himself would have to be identified. More- 
over, it would inmany cases necessitate the appointment by a solicitor 
of a local agent, of whom he might in the majority of cases know 
absolutely nothing. Anditis felt by many solicitors that it would be 
most objectionable to have to intrust their clients’ money to a local and 
temporary agent, of whose character and antecedents they could, in the 
generality of cases, know little or nothing. Unless the parties or their 
solicitors meet at the registry, the ceremony of transfer is not so simple 
as might at first sight appear. On the other hand, supposing the vendor to 
livein Northumberland, the land to be situated in Cornwall, and three persons 
to be mortgagees of the property, the inconvenience of all these parties, 
or their representatives, meeting at Launceston or Bodmin to convey the 
and would be a reductio ad absurdum of the whole system. Under the 
existing system there would be no need for any one to visit Cornwall. 
The vendor in Northumberland would execute the deed of conveyance 
and forward it by post to his solicitor, who would forwurd it to the mort- 
gee’s solicitor, and then the solicitors of all parties would meet, and the 
deed of conveyance would be handed over to the purchaser’s solicitors 
duly executed on payment of the purchase-money. At present, a _ 
chaser gives his money in exchange for his mortgage of purchase deed 
Under registration of title this could no longer be done without some pre- 
limmary inhibition against transfer ; otherwise, when theauthority totrans- 
fer reached the registry the land might be gone. This difficulty has arisen 
under the new Yorkshire Registry Act, and is met by entering a caveat. 
Again, there is an idea that the transfer can be effected without a docu- 
ment. But railway stock, and all other stocks, except those transferable 
at the Bank of England or a colonial agency, and on which no ad valorem 
stamp is required, are transferable by deed, and the excepted stocks 
mentioned, if not transferred by personal signature in a book, or on a 
stock certificate, require a power of attorney (also a deed to effect the 
transfer. Under Sir R. Torrens’ system there is, it is true, no deed; yeta 
document as long, formal, and difficult as a modern English conveyance 
is hecessary, even there, as an authority to the registrar to effect the 
transter. Moreover, in all cases the description of the subject-matter trans- 
ferred will require to be carefully prepared, and unless the registrar or his 
officer is to act as solicitor for both parties, they will generally require a 
professional adviser to see that only the proper subject-matter is trans- 
ferred, It will require something more than the average knowledge of a 


* If, therefore, adjoining proprietors are both registered, neither can gain a 
title by Japse of time ayrainst the other. 
t But how can the registrar be satiafied that a charge is barred! The evidence 
9an only be negative. 


broker’s clerk to fill in the formal document of transfer. That this is so 
becomes obvious when we consider that there is an individuality in the 
land which does not exist in stocks. As Mr. Oook expresses it in his 
pamphlet on the Registration of Titles to Land, ‘‘the purchaser of land 
buys a specific thing in a particular parish or place, marked out by metes 
and bounds, and distinguished from every other thing; the purchaser of 
stovk buys a certain quantity of the article, and is thereupon 
as the owner of that quantity; but his £100 stock in a particular fund 
in no respect differs from the £100 stock in the same fund of any other 
owner ; there is no individuality in either—if the two owners exchange 
stock with each other no perceptible alteration is effected.’’ Hence a 
detailed particularity of description is required in transfers of land 
which is not required in t ers of stock, and which can only be 
supplied by a skilled hand. A registry of title thus undeniably involves 
matters causing expense exceeding the cost of a deed in the mere effect- 
ing of a transfer, the amount of which would go some way towards neu- 
tralizing the saving eff2cted by the abolition of abstracts of title. Finally, 
there is the expense of the registry itself and the officials. If there is 
only a central office in London a large building will be required; even 
though the example of the Bank of England be followed of sendi 
duplicates (and then each transfer must be executed in duplicate) to 
the Tower for safe custody, there must be i to hold the 
records safe against rob , and proof against fire. If there be dis- 
trict registries, there must a similar building in each district. The 
salary of the district must be such as to secure the services 
of a competent person above suspicion of connivance at fraud or any 
other improper proceeding; he must be in attendance for long hours, 
and during every working day, for the delay of an hour a 
ing a transfer or charge might be fatal, and even then no er or 
charge could be practically completed, as at present, on a Sunday or a 
holiday, or after office hours. Whether the registry be central or not, 
the expense of the establishment must be large. It can scarcely be 
claimed that that this should be borne by the general tax-payer. If 
not, an ad valorem duty on all transactions must be charged, as is done at 
present on sales by the Landed Estates Court in Ireland. This duty is, 
on sales above £18,000, larger than the remuneration now allowed by the 
Remuneration Order to solicitors for deducing title and drawing convey- 
ance.* It is problematical whether, under these circumstances, the 
— would be gainers. In one way ed would certainly be sufferers. 
xperience clearly shews that in all public a as witness the 
Supreme Court and the Irish Deeds Registry ffice) the staff is kept at 
the lowest number which can by possibility discharge the work of the 
office, and no increase is made till the arrears are so great as to become 
unbearable. In the office of a registrar of title there would be a rush of 
work at particular times, and it may be safely predicted that at certain sea- 
sons the staff would be quite unable to ee arrears. A purchaser or mort- 
would find days, if not weeks, before his transfer or security 
could be completed. What, during the delay, would become of the trans- 
feror, or his attorney, or his witnesses to identification, and of the trans- 
feree with his money in his pocket, the council fail to imagine, unless the 
handing in of the authority to the registrar to effect the transfer were 
deemed to confer ipso facto a title on the transferee sufficiently safe to 
justify him in parting with his money. But that would not be consistent 
with the system which makes the entry in the register the essential act. 
Moreover, arrears in posting up the could not fail to be prolific in 
errors, and might greatly delay further dealings (er. gr. a mortgage) by 
the new proprietor. Unless the districts be small, the time occupied by 
the principals or their agents in travelling will add tothe cost.t At 
present a small purclimse can tg be completed in the nearest 
smalltown on a market day. e large es are completed in 
London, or some’ other principal town, after the deeds have been sent by 
ost for execution. By doing a. with the peoneet postal facilities a 
Jistinctly retrograde step would taken. Formerly a solicitor was 
obliged to take every deed to his client to be executed, and the client had 
to pay the great expenses thereby occasioned, but now the solicitor simply 
sends the deed to the client in a etter, and receives it back 
executed in the same bf In his evidence before the House of 
Commons Committee of 1878 (No. 2,873), Lord Cairns, in reference to 
this question of expense, said, ‘‘If you make the registration of land 
compulsory, you must at once o throughout the country, from the 
north to the south, and from the east to the west, a complete system of 
local offices, because you cannot make it comp upon a man to come 
up to London to register a few acres land; you must 
have your whole machinery before the Act begins to work. 
That is an enormous thing in this country, and frightful to contemplate ; 
and, in the next place, you must take care to do it at an expense very 
much smaller than any fees of registration have been proposed to be. 
Perhaps the committee will allow me to mention what came me in 
1874 on the subject of expense. There were a nu mber of solicitors in the 
Midland counties, and in some of the populous towns in the South of 
land, who communicated with me and shewed me certain sta- 
tistics, some of which I mentioned in Parliament. They shewed 
me that there was going on in vations populous parts of a 
transfer of very minute portions of land in very quantities, and at a 
very small expense. Some of the solicitors told me that they had cut up 
a piece of land into 300 or 400 parcels to build small houses for working 


* This duty is 10s. per cent. on a sale or declaration of tithe, and 5s, per cant. on 
an exchange or partition, which is in addition to onlinary costs (24 & 3 Viet. «. 
123). Lhe Record of ‘Title Act (Ireland) authorizes fees, bat does not fix their 
} amount, 

+ Tt is assumed that the registrar could not, as suggested by Sir R. Torrens, 
act on documents sent through the post and sigaed by persons of whem he 
knows nothing. 
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le —e: that their position and character were known, and it was 
a ey had satisfied themselves there was a good title. Those 
pieces of land were bought with no investigation of title, but upon the 
credit of the solicitors who had them for sale, and who made a charge, 
including every expense to the purchasers, and the charge in some cases 
would be as low as 10s., and in a great many cases as low as 20s. Now, 
if to transactions of that kind you superadd a tax for registration, unless 
it is extremely small, you interpose a very great difficulty in dealings 
which we should be very sorry to interfere with or hamper in any way.” 
His lordship further stated that he felt so pressed by this fact that he at 
once excepted from his scheme (which was originally a compulsory one) 
purchases under £300, and eventually the any clause was 
altogether dropped. It must also be borne in mind that when persons 
hear of the cost of a conveyance amounting toa large sum, they often 
forget, or are perhaps ignorant of the fact, thata great partof that 
expense is made up of the Government stamp. When it is considered 
that whatever scheme of registration is adopted the services of some 
professional man will almost invariably be needed for the preparation of 
evidence of indentity, powers of attorney, and the like, and that 
ion fees will be charged, in addition to the present stamp 
duties, it requires a somewhat sanguine disposition to anticipate much 
saving in conveyancing costs. 

But, perhaps, the strongest argument against a registry of titles 
is afforded by the report of the House of Commons Committee of 1878, in 
which the committee make the following weighty remarks: ‘‘ Upon the 
whole, therefore, the position of the question appears to your committee to 
be as follows: On the one hand, they are informed, on the authority of 
Mr. Follett and Mr. Holt (the registrar and assistant-registrar under 
Lord Westbury’s and Lord Cairus’ Acts), that no system of registration of 
titles can be devised which will be voluntarily adopted; and, on the 
other hand, they are told by the Lord Chancellor (Lord Cairns) that he 
has not yet seen any way in which the registration of titles could be 
made compulsory. Without expressing any final opinion on the latter 
question, and without discussing the practicability of the various schemes 
which have been p ded for the compulsory, or quasi-compulsory, 
registration of titles, your committee think it sufficient to observe that it 
would be very difficult to force on every purchaser or mo in this 
country a mode of dealing with his property which notone purchaser or 
mortgagee in 20,000 at present adopts of his ownaccord. Your committee 
feel that in arriving at the above conclusion they are only acting upon the 
axiom which is laid down by the Royal Commissioners of 1868 in their 
report, and which they believe to be perfectly sound, that for an 
institution to flourish in a free country it must offer to people the thing 
that they want.” If, however, compulsory registration of title should 
be decided on, the council are of opinion that Lord Cairns’ Land Transfer 
Act of 1875 would form a valuable basis for any new legislation. But the 
owner for the time being must be protected against a fraudulent transfer, 
and a oe must be protected against any claim for succession duty 
pa: by a former owner, to which the land itself is at present liable. 

ore ing with the question of land registration the council 
consider they ought to refer toa scheme which has attracted some 
attention since it was put forward in a paper read at the annual meeting 
of this society at Liv: l in 1885 by Mr. Hunter(a member of the 
council). This scheme is, in its main features, substantially the same as 
ed by Mr. Wolstenholme ‘now one of the convey- 
counsel to the Division) twenty years ago, ina paper 

read him at a meeting of the Juridical Society, on the 10th of March, 
1862 (and printed in the papers of that society, Vol. II., p. 533), as an 
alternative to registration of titles, or, at all events, as a desirable 
for a future registry if such should ever be founded. The 

principle of this scheme is that the power of creating what may still be 
called Jegal or nominal estates (as distinguished from trusts or equitable 
interests) for life, or any other limited period (including estates tail), 
should be abolished, and that the only estate in land should henceforth 
be an absolute fee simple. Settlements would have to be effected by 
way of trust, which trusts would be declared to be binding on the parties 
only, and not to affect purchasers or others dealing with them for valuable 
consideration. A realty representative would have to be constituted. 
Under this scheme a settlement might be worked as follows:—A. (the 
settlor) entitled to the land in fee simple, and having a son about to be 
married, would execute a deed, declaring that it should be held in trust 
for himself for life, and after his death upon trust that his realty repre- 
sentative should convey it to his (the settlor’s) living son in fee simple, 
but that such son should hold it upon trust only for himself for life, and 
that after his death his realty representative should convey it to that son’s 
Idest son absolutely. That deed would never be produced to a pur- 
All he would be entitled to ask for would be the conveyances 

.’8 realty representative to his son, and so on. On these convey- 
would be stated that on a sale the money was payable either into 
or to trustees. This would be, in fact, the essential principle of 
of title applied to a documentary title as at present existing ; 
t expressing any opinion as to its general character as a sub- 
registration, the council recognize that it would make sales as 
inexpensive as it is le to make them; and it might be 

a register under these circumstances would be an expensive 
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reserve for a future issue the council’s observations on settlement 
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is announced of Friedrich Oskar von Schwarze, an eminent 
at the age of sixty-nine years, 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The undermentioned gentlemen were on Tuesday called to the bar :— 

Innek Tempiz.—Alfred Higgins, B.A., anew my oh Benjamin Booth 
Haworth-Booth, B.A., Cambridge ; John Drysdale Sandars, B.A., Cam. 
bridge ; Frederic Astley Darbishire, Oxford ; Percy Alport Molteno, B.A, 
LL.B., Cambridge; Frederick Lewis Davis, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge: 
Edward Montague Chevallier Harvey, B.A., Cambridge; Geoffrey Evan 
Fairfax, B.A., Oxford; Leonard William Kershaw, B.A., Oxford; 
William James Hill, B.A., Cambridge; Henry Loveridge, B.A., Cam. 
bridge ; Henry Walter Watts, LL.B., Cambridge; Hendrik Bernardus 
Knoblanch, LL.D., Amsterdam; Arthur Frederic Peterson, B.A., Oxford; 
Arthur Henry Sharp, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Harold Gundry, B.A., 
Oxford ; Woodthorpe Johnson Clarke, B.A., Cambridge ; Edward Scholes ; 
William Whately ; Francis Vere Starkey, M.A., Oxford; Harold Wooll- 
right, LL.B., B.A., Cambridge; Lancelot Sanderson, B.A., LL.B., Cam- 
ie : William Thomas Arthur Cosby; Pujare Lal; and Edwin Percy 

ynne. 

Mippiz Tempitz.—John Edward Power Wallis, M.A., London Univer- 
sity, Roman Law Studentship of 200 guineas; 100 guineas Middle Temple 
Scholarship in International Law. Charles Edward Byrom, M.A., Oriel 
College, Oxford; William Thomas, M.A., Jesus College, Oxford; 
Valentine Hussey Walsh, London University International Law Scholar; 
George Baird Burnham, B.C.L., M.A., University College. Oxford ; John 
Marshall, junior, B.A., Trinity College, Cambridge; Synd Mahomed 
Israil ; Sidney Wright, B.A., New College, Oxford ; John Hugh McAuley 
Ryan; 8. H. Alleyne, B.A., Pembroke College ; Howel Jones, Pembroke 
College, Oxford, B.A.; Samuel Hugh Waterhouse, B.A., Oriel College, 
Oxford ; Johannes Wilhelmus Wessels, Middle Temple, 50 guineas Inter- 
national Law Scholar, B.A., LL.B., Downing College, Cambridge; 
Asutosh Chandhuri, B.A., LL.M., St. John’s College, Cambridge, M.A., 
Calcutta University ; Ernest Rosher, B.A., St. John’s College, Cambridge; 
William Thomas, University of London ; Frederick Edward Cole ; Henry 
Surley Grazebrook ; Edward Towler Wilkinson ; Robert Whitfield Rippon, 
University College, Durham; Charles Francis Vachell; and Dudley 
Stewart Smith, Lecture Prizeman in Equity, and LL.B., London Uni- 
versity. 

Lincoun’s Inn.—Ernest Edward Hutton, M.A., Oxford; Philip Henry 
Fothergill, B.A., Oxford ; John Ward Blagg, B.A., Oxford; and Robert 
Leader, B.A., Cambridge. 

Gray’s Inn.—Charles Henry Harris, B.A., Oxford; William Patrick 
Byrne, B.A., London University ; William Grist Hawtin; and James 
Eldon M’Combie Salmon, of Saint Lucia, British West Indies. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The usual weekly meeting was held, on the 26th inst., at the Law 
Tnstitution, Chancery-lane; Mr. H. Mossop in the chair. The question for 
debate was that the case of Russell v. Watts (L. R. 25 Ch. D. 559), as to im- 
plied reservation of easements, was wrongly decided, the question, for the 
aake of the general argument, being dealt with as though the more recent 
decision of the House of Lords in the same case had not taken place. The 
question brought together a large gathering. The debate was opened in 
the affirmative by Mr. Elmslie, who was followed by Messrs. Riddell, 
Cautley, Crauford, and Rowsell, and opposed by Messrs. Matthews, 
Windus, Birks, and T. B. Jones. The opener having replied, and the 
question having been summed up by the chairman, a vote was taken, 
when the motion was carried by a majority of three. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The first meeting of this society for this year was held at the Law 
Institution, Chancery-lane, on the 11th of January, when the adjourned 
discussion on Mr. Mott Whitehouse’s motion, ‘‘ That the Disestablish- 
ment of the Church would be an act of national apostacy,”” was resumed 
by Mr. Moyle. Mr. Ramsdale, Mr. Kains Jackson, Mr. Ball, and Mr. 
Wilkin followed, and after a lively debate the motion, on being put to 
the House, was carried by a majority of four. On the 18th of January 
the society met to consider Mr. Moyle’s motion, ‘‘That the distinction 
between crimes and misdemeanors should be abolished.’’ This question 
i ge a@ very smart debate, in which Mr. Ramsdale, Mr. Ernest 

iloart, and Mr. Batt supported the opener, while Mr. Emmanuel and Mr. 
Maggs were opposed to any alteration of the status quo. After Mr. Moyle’s 
reply the motion was formally put to the House, when the motion was carried 
nem. com. The last meeting for the month took place on the 25th, when 
Mr. Kains Jackson being unavoidably absent, no one appeared to support 
‘The repeal of the Septennial Act,’ which was the subject selected for 
the debate. Mr. Jones accordingly, at the suggestion of the chairman, 
moved the adjournment of the House, which was ‘seconded by Mr. 
—= The House thereupon adjourned without any debate taking 
place. 


—_———— 


LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION, 


The first meeting of the session 1886 was held on the 25th inst., Mr. 
W. J. Sparrow, barrister-at-law, in the chair. After the usual business 
of the meeting, Mr. 8. Thornely ed the affirmative side of the follow- 


ing question : “‘ Under a devise of real and personal estate to different 
| devisees, will leaseho' 


lds pase under the personalty?’’ Mr, Berey 
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in favour of the negative side of the question, and the following gentlemen 
took part in the discussion:—The President (Mr. Bellringer), Messrs. 
Wright, Morrison, Chevalier, Pierce, Todd, Thomas, and Inglis. The 
openers having replied, and the chairman having summed up, the meeting 
decided in the affirmative. 








OBITUARY. 


MR, CHARLES NEWSTEAD. 


Mr. Charles Newstead, solicitor, of Selby, died about three weeks 
ago. Mr. Newstead was admitted a solicitor in 1829. He carried on for 
many years an extensive practice at Selby, but he retired about a year 
ago. He was a perpetual commissioner for the East and West Ridings of 
Yorkshire, and he held several local appointments. On the — of the 
first County Courts Act, he was appointed registrar of the Selby County 
Court (Circuit No. 16), and he held that office till his death, although Mr. 

inald Barcroft Parker was associated with him in the office. Mr. 
Newstead was for forty years clerk to the magistrates for the Ouse and 
Derwent Divisions of the East Riding, and he was for several years clerk 
tothe Selby Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, School Attendanoe 
Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, and superintendent-registrar for 
the district. At the sitting of the Selby County Court, on the 30th ult., 
Judze Bedwell expressed his sorrow at Mr. Newstead’s death, and 
testified to the ability with which he had discharged his duties as 


registrar of the court. i 


LORD BROUGHAM. 


William Brougham, second Lord Brougham and Vaux, died at his 
residence, Brougham Hall, Cumberland, on the 2nd inst., in his ninety- 
first year. Lord Brougham was the second son of Mr. Henry Brougham, 
of Brougham Hall, and was born in 1795. He was educated at Jesus 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated as a senior optime in 1819, and 
he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1823. He 
formerly practised at the Chancery Bar. He was M.P. for the borough of 
Southwark in the Whig interest from 1831 till 1835, in which year he 
unsuccessfully contested Leeds, and he was a master in chancery from 
1835 till 1840. He was also for several years a commissioner of public 
records. In 1868 he succeeded to the peerage under a special yemainder on 
the death of his elder brother, the first Lord Brougham. He was a magis- 
trate for Cumberland and Westmoreland, and a deputy-lieutenant for the 
latter county, and he was for some time colonel of the 1st Cumberland 
Rifle Volunteers. Lord Brougham was married in 1834 to the only 
daughter of Sir Charles William Taylor, Bart., and he leaves three sons 
and three daughters. He is succeeded in the peerage and estates by his 
eldest son, the Hon. Henry Charles Brougham, who was born in 1836. 





MR. THOMAS TAYNTON. 


Mr. Thomas Taynton, solicitor, of Gloucester, died on the 6th inst. Mr. 
Taynton was born in 1822. He was admitted a solicitor in 1857, and 
shortly afterwards he settled in Gloucester as managing clerk to the late Mr. 
Joseph Lovegrove. He subsequently practised on his own account, and he 
was at the time of his death associated in partnership with his son, Mr. 
Thomas Charles Rickhus Taynton, who was admitted a solicitor in 1871. 
Mr. Taynton was a perpetual commissioner for Gloucestershire and for 
the city of Gloucester, and he had an extensive practice, especially in the 
local criminal courts, and he had great abilities as an advocate. He was 
for several years connected with the Corporation of Gloucester, first as a 
town councillor, and subsequently as an alderman. 


MR. JOHN McKANE, LL,D., M.P 


Mr. John McKane, LL.D., M.P., died at his residence, 64, Leeson- 
street, Dublin, on the 11th inst., from bronchitis, after a short illness. 
Mr. McKane was born in 1838. He was educated at Queen’s College, 
Belfast, and he was an LL.D. of the Queen’s University. He was called 
to the bar in Ireland in January, 1864, and he practised on the North- 
East Circuit. Mr. McKane was for several years _—_ of English 
law at Queen’s College, Belfast, but he resigned that post in order to 
become a candidate at the recent General Election for the Mid Division of 
Armagh in the Conservative interest. He defeated his Home Rule 
opponent, Mr. Leamy, by a large majority, but he caught a cold during 
the election contest, which was the origin of his fatal illness. 


SIR PETER STAFFORD CAREY, 


Sir Peter Stafford Carey, many years Bailiff of Guernsey, died on the 
17th inst. in his eighty-third year. Sir P. Carey was the only son of Mr. 
Peter Martin Carey, of Taunton, and was born in 1803. He was educated 
at St. John’s College, Oxford, where he graduated first class in classics in 
1825. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple, in Trinity Term, 
1830, and he formerly practised on the Western Circuit. He was author 
of a book on ‘‘ Borough Court Rates,’’ and he became recorder of 
Dartmouth in 1836, and judge of the borough court at Wells in 1838. 
From 1838 till 1845 he was also professor of English law at University 
College, London, and in the latter year he was appointed Bailiff of the 


He received the honour of hthood in 1863. Sir P. Carey was married 
in 1835 to the daughter of Lieutenant-Colonel Richard Warren, of the 
Scotch Fusilier Guards, but he was left a widower in 1881. 





MR. JOHN MASON. 


Mr. John Mason, solicitor, of Bilston, who died on the 11th inst. in his 
eighty-sixth year, was the oldest member of the legal profession in 
Staffordshire. He was born in 1799, and he was admitted a solicitor in 
1832. For over fifty years he had carried on a large practice at Bilston. 
He was for ones D prec clerk to the county magistrates at that place, and 
he was a perpetual commissioner for Staffordshire. Mr. Mason’s 
which took place at St. Leonard’s Church, Bilston, on the 15th inst., was 
attended by a large number of professional and other friends. 


MR. ROBERT TONGE. 


Mr. Robert Tonge, solicitor, died at Driffield, on the 11th inst., at the 
age of seventy-five. Mr. Tonge was born in 1810. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1838, and he had had for many years a considerable practice 
at Driffield. He was iated in ership with his son, Mr. George 
Broadrick Tonge, who was admi' a solicitor in 1870. Mr. Tonge was 
registrar of the Driffield County Court (Circuit No. 16), and solicitor and 
secretary to the Driffield Gas Company. Owing to failing health, Mr. 
Tonge had for the last two years withdrawn from active professional life, 
and his son had been associated with him as joint registrar of the county 
court. He was buried at the Driffield Cemetery on the 15th inst. 





MR. FREDERICK FLOWERS. 


Mr. Frederick Flowers, police magistrate at Bow-street, died on the 
26th inst., after three weeks’ illness, in his seventy-sixth year. Mr. 
Flowers was the third son of the Rev. Field Flowers, of Partney, 
Lincolnshire, and was born in 1810. He was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1839, and he formerly 
practised on the Midland Circuit. He had for many years a con- 
siderable criminal practice, and he was recorder of the borough of 
Stamford from 1862 till 1864, when he was —— by Sir George 
Grey to a police magistracy at Bow-street. Mr. Flowers was a magistrate 
for Middlesex, Surrey, Kent, Essex, and Hertfordshire. In announcing 
his death at the Bow-street Police Court, on the 26th inst., Mr. Vai 
said :—‘‘ He has away beloved and idolized by all who knew " 
by his colleagues on the metropolitan bench, and the magistrates, and all 
the officials of this court ; and I am sure he will be deeply mourned in 
the many circles where he was beloved. It will be long before we shall 
have sitting on this bench a magistrate more genial or more kind ; and 
last, but not least, he will be deeply mourned by the poor in this district, 
none of whom ever came to this court without receiving the utmost 
attention and sympathy, and those persons who had to complain of 
oppression, and who ever found their complaints promptly attended to. 
I am deeply pained to think we shall never have his presence again.’’ 


MR. HORATIO JAMES HUGGINS. 


Mr. Horatio James Huggins, late Chief Justice of Sierra Leone, died at 
Staphehay, Hornsey, on the 20th inst., in his seventy-fifth year. Mr. 
Huggins was the eldest son of Mr. Horatio Nelson Huggins, of Trinidad. 
He was born in 1811, and was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Hilary Term, 1838. In 1857 he acted as Attorney-General for the Island 
of St. Vincent. He was- appointed Queen’s Advocate at Sierra Leone in 
1863, and he became Chief Justice in 1876, but he retired on a pension in 
1880. 


MR, FREDERICK LEIGH. 


Mr. Frederick Leigh, solicitor, of age ge and Shirley, died at the 
former place on the 16th inst. His health had for some time been 
failing, but his death was sudden. Mr. Leigh was born in 1821. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1859, and he had practised for many years at 
Southampton. He was an able and successful advocate, and he 
frequently attended the various criminal and county courts im the district. 
Mr. Leigh was for several years a member of the Southampton Town 
Council as a representative of All Saints Ward. He had been twice under- 
sheriff of Southampton, and he was for several solicitor to the 
Southampton Board of Guardians, and to the local lodge of the Manchester 
Unity of Oddfellows. 


MR. BRENT SPENCER FOLLETT, Q.C. 


Mr. Brent Spencer Follett, Q.C., chief registrar of the Land Registry 
Office, died on the 23rd inst., in his seventy-fifth year. Mr. Follett was 
the fourth son of Mr. Benjamin Follett, of Devonshire, and 
brother of Sir William Follett. He was born in 1810, and was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1833. He received a silk gown 
from Lord Truro in 1851, and had for over ten years a considerable leading 
business in the Rolls Court. In 1852 he was elected M.P. for the 


of Titles Act of that year, he was appointed 
office of chief registrar of the Land Office, and he held 
until his death. He was a bencher of Linooln’s-inn, of which society he 
was treasurer in 1872, and a member of the Council of Legal Education. 
Mr. Follett was married in 1847 to the youngest daughter of Mr. Walker 





Island of Guernsey, which office he held till about two years ago. 


Skirrow, Q.C, 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Freperick Cavenpish Bentinck, barrister, has been appointed 
Assistant Secretary to the Royal Commission on the Education Acts. 
Mr. Bentinck is the second son of the Right Hon. George Augustus 
Frederick Cavendish Bentinck, M.P. He was born in 1856, and he was 
educated at Westminster and at Trinity College, Cambridge. He was 
called to the bar at Linco)n’s-inn in June, 1879, and he practises on the 
Western Circuit, and at the Middlesex, Dorsetshire, and Poole Sessions, 
and at the Central Criminal Court. 


Mr. Henry Cornett Jonzs, solicitor, of 51, New Oxford-street, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. 


Mr. Tuomas Henry Meynezti, solicitor, of 37, Furnival-street, 
Holborn, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. James Soaw Newsreap, solicitor (of the firm of Newstead & Wilson), 
of Leeds, has been elected President of the Leeds Incorporated Law 
Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Newstead was admitted a solicitor in 
1868 


Mr. James Anprew Srranan, barrister, who has been appointed Pro- 
fessor of English Law at Queen’s College, Belfast, in succession to the 
late Mr. John McKane, is the son of Mr. John Strahan, of Belfast, and 
was born in 1858. He was educated at Queen’s College, Belfast, and he 
is an LL.B. of the Queen’s University. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in January, 1880. 


Mr. Wri11am Mipptesr0ox, solicitor (of the firm of Butler & Middle- 
brook), of Leeds and Birstal, has been appointed Clerk to the Birstal 
Local Board, in succession to Mr. William Henry Steward, resigned. 
Mr. Middlebrook was admitted a solicitor in 1873. 


Mr. Trevor Appams Writiams, solicitor, of Monmouth, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Monmouth Board of Guardians, Assessment 
Committee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary 
Authority. 


Mr. Georce Srawez11, solicitor, of Great Torrington, Devonshire, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. 


Mr. Tuomas Epmenp Pace, solicitor, of Long Stratton, has been ap- 
pointed Clerk to the Justices for the Petty Sessional Division of Depwade, 
in the county of Norfolk, upon the resignation of Mr. John Hotson, who 
had held the appointment for upwards of fifty years. 





DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Samus. Cuester and Antrnony Wii11am Ciarke, solicitors (Crawford, 
Chester, & Clarke), 90, Cannon-street, and 16 and 17, Laurence Pountney- 
hill, London. The said Samuel Chester will in future carry on the said 
business on his own account, under the style or firm of Crawford & 
Chester. (Gazette, Jan. 22.) 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 














APPEAL CouRT APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 1, No. 2. V. OC. Bacon. Kay. 
Mr. Pugh Mr. Farrer Mr. Carrington 
Pasie ——- 
‘arrer rrington 
Lavie King Jackson 
Pugh ‘arrer Carrington 
Lavie King Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. Nora. PEARSON. 
1 Mr. Leach Mr. Ward Mr. Koe 
Beal Pemberton Clowes 
Leach Koe 
Beal Pemberton Clowes 
Leach ard Koe 
Beal Pemberton Clowes 
COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
y on +x ; COMP ANERS. 
D JHANCERY. 
Brpvorp Park, Loatep.—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 20, directed to 
be heard before Pearson, J., on Saturday, Jan 30. Gordon, Warwick st, peti- 


BRIGHTON GENERAL OMNIBUS COMPANY, LiIMITED,—Creditors are required, on or 
before Feb 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
or claims, to George Lansdell Fenner, 37, Ship st, Brighton. Tuesday. 

2 at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debte au 


Exgrcreric Licut Company, Liurrep.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Jan 21, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on Jan 30. Clarke and Co, Lins 
coln’s inn fields, solicitors for the petitioners 





Jan. 30, 1886, 





JouN Bucxtrovt, LimiTED.—Kay, J., has fixed Wednesday, Feb 3 at 12, at his 
bers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
MASONIC AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE COMPANY, LiMITED.—Petition for wing. 
ing up, presented Jan 19, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on Saturday 
_Jan 30, Hicklin and Co, Trinity sq, Southwark, solicitors for the petitioner ~' 
NorTH-WEsT TIMBER COMPANY OF CANADA, LIMITED.—Creditors are requi 
on or before March 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Mr Alfred Augustus James, 66, Coleman st. Monday 
a 22 at 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts anj: 
claims 
SaFETy BLasTInG PowbDER Company, Luwirep.—Petition for winding up, pre. 
sented Jan 21, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, Jan 30, ne 
and Co, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioners 
i Gazette. Jan. 22,1 
Bury CARRIAGE Company, Limtrep.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Michael Wilcock, Bury. Thursday. March 4 at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
CELLA STEAMSHIP COMPANY, TED.—Creditors are requirec, on or before Feb 
19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
gokee, > Phong — Paes: — a age PR we tr sa upon 
yne. » March 5 at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicatin 
the debts pow ¢ claims : —— 
GRAHAMSTOWN AND PorT ALFRED RaItwaYy Company, LimiTED.—By an order 
made by Chitty, J., dated Jan 16, it was ordered that the company be wound up, 
Rabures and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioners 
JOHN BuckTRrovut, LumTep.—By an order made by Kay, J.. dated Jan 16, it was 
ordered that the company be wound up. Freshtields and Williams, Bank bldgs, 
solicitors for the petitioner 
LLANGENNECH CoaL Company, Liw1Tep.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated 
Jan 16, it was ordered that the company be wound up. White, New inn, agent 
for Cox, Swansea, solicitor fur the petitioners 
Patt MALL ELEctTRIC ATION, ED.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Jan 25, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Jan 30. Smart, dla Jewry 
cehmbrs, solicitor for the petitioner 
YsTALYFERA COMPANY, ED.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated Jan 16, it 
was ordered that See be wound up. Davidson and Morriss, Queen 
Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioners 


[ Gazette, Jan. 26,] 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BRISTOL PoRT AND CHANNEL Dock pn ae J., has, by an order dated 

Dec 17, appointed Charles Fitch Kemp, 8, Walbrook, to be a ot auidatce : 

, Jan. 22.) 
INTEGRITY LIFE ASSURANCE AND SICK BENEF!T SOCIETY.— Petition for winding up, 
— Jan 8, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Feb 6. Martelli 

taple inn, agent for Kent and Son, Norwich, solicitors for the petitioner 
' Gazette, Jan. 26.) 
ISSOL 


FRIENDLY Socretres D VED. 
PrincE ALBERT LonGE, Emily Arms, Emily st, Birmingham. Jan 18 


[ Gazette, Jan. 22.) 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
CovurT Man OF Mow, Primitive Methodist Schoolroom, Mow Cop, Stoke on 
Trent, Chester. Jan 18 
WEsT MERSEA GOOD SAMARITAN BENEFIT CLUB, Fox Inn, West Mersea, Col- 
chester, Essex. Jan 18 
WYTHAM ON THE HILL UNITED FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Black Dog Inn, Wytham on 
the Hill, near Bourn, Lincoln. Jan 18 
{ Gazette, Jan. 22.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


ALDRED, ROBERT, Eastwood, N: ham, Gent. Feb10. Marshall v Marshall, 
Pearson, J. Box, Gt James st, ‘ord row 
FieGess, Joun, Stoney st, Borough Market, Fruit Salesman. Jan 30. Kedgley 
v Figgess, Pearson, J. ‘Russel, Gravesend 
, Corston, Somerset, Baker. Feb10. Hore v Nicholas, Bacon, 
V.C._Titley, Bath 


Nott, EpwakD Heney, Lawn rd, Haverstock hill. Feb 15. Jackson v Nutt, 
Pearson, J. Morley andS , Gresham House, Old Broad st 

B TH Newberries Park, Hertford. Feb 22. E peg hn go 
AGNALL, THOMAS, New! ‘0 ‘eb 22, Evans v ear- 
son,J. Holliday, Birmingham 

Hamitton, Lady ‘Mary CHRISTOPHER NISBET Bloxholm, Lincoln. Feb 16. 
Thurlow v Hamilton, Kay, J. Frere and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

OUGHTON, Croydon, Surrey, Esq. Feb 15. Platt v 

Platt, Pearson, J. Underwood, Chancery lane 

{ Gazette, Jan. 19.1 


James, THoMAS, Jewin st, Victualler. Feb 10. Young v James, Bacon, V.C. 
Hughes, Bedford row 
NicHOLLs, THoMas, St Columb, Cornwall. Feb 23. Thomas v Nicholls, Chitty, 
J. Tanner, Circus place, Finsbury 
OLIVER, JosEPH, Mile End rd, Wheelwright. Feb 24. Oliver v Vliver, Chitty, J. 
Hill, Whitechapel rd 
aston, Warwick. Feb 15. Perks v Perks, Bacon, V.C. 


. Wri114M, E 
Blewitt and Reynolds, Birmin; 
ReEs, GEORGE ARTHUR, Diviyn, dingat, Carmarthen, Esq. Feb 20. Davies 
v Rees, k place, Tavistock sq 
. [ Gazette, Jan. 22.) 





Kay, J. Thomas, 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


ANGUS, JONATHAN, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Esq. Feb 19. Davies and Balkwill 
ewcastle-upon- e 

BEAVAN, SARAH, Hereford. Mar2. James, Hereford 

BgsizY, ELLEN, Pinehurst, Church rd, Upper Norwood. Feb 20. Lowe and Co, 

Temple dens, Temple 

BooMER, REBECCA. Rotherham. Mari. Oxley and Coward. Rotherham 

—_ ——— Curry, Bishopsgate st Without. May 19. Roberts and Barlow, 
me 

Devens, Manna, Heath Town, nr Wolverhampton. Mari. Oliver Jones and Co, 
verpoo 

Drxon, ANN, Sunderland. Mar 31. Graham and Shepherd, Sunderland 

DoE. ADAM, perial cottages, Fulham, Master Baker. Feb 8. Kelly, 


T 
mess, STEPHEN, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Merchant. Jan 2, Hollinshead and 
GAmAN, Janes, Hand ct, Holborn, Coffee House Keeper. Jan 23. Blelloch, 
g 
GARRETT, ROBERT SURMAN, Woolwich, Kent, Draper. Feb 27. Whale, Woolwich 
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Gopwin, WALTER, Gillingham, Dorset, Auctioneer. Feb 28. Bell and Frea me 


JoHNSON, Mary. Jan23. Carew Cox, Saffron Walden 

‘green, Tuomas, Saffron Walden, Essex,Gent. Jan 23. Carew Oox, Saffron 
LOVENBURY, LOovIsA, Bath. Mars. Simmons and Co, Ba’ 

Lyons, SaRAw ALicia, Tenby, Pembroke. Feb 5. Lock, Ten by 

MANBY, FREDERIC, East Rudham, Norfolk, Surgeon. Mar 31. Watson and 


Digby, Fake: nham 
MARIGOLD, JAMES, Edgbaston, Warwick, Solicitor. Mar 25. Beale and Co, 


Marsu, Marra, Gloucester. Feb5. Smith, Gloucester 
NogMan, W1L114M, Burgess Hill, Surrey, ert Feb 8. Freeman Gell and Co, 


Brighton 
OVEREND, ANN, Heworth, York. Feb8. Crust and Oo, Beverley 
OwEN, WILLIAM PUGH, Liverpool. Mari. Kent and McKenna, Liverpool 
Onset, Joun, Rotherham, York, Solicitor. Mari. Oxley and Coward, Rother- 


Pata, Rear-Admiral MOoUNTFORD STEPHEN Lovick, Southsea. Feb 18. Hallett 

and Spottiswoode, Craven st, Charing Cross 

PICKERING, GEORGE, Stone, Stafford, Clerk. Mar25. Hawley, 

RANELAGH, Viscount, THOMAS HERON JONES, Albert mansions, 
Feb 27. Terrell and Atkinson, | st 

REED, WILLIAM, i Pembroke, 5 i Lock, Tenby 

SEEDHOUSE, an rown hills, Stafford, ‘Gent. Mar 7. ‘Evans, Walsall 

yoo ANNE, Grosvenor sq. Feb 18. Lowe and Co, Temple gardens, 


ng ¥ OHN MATTHEWS, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Maltster. Feb5. Gwilym and 


Charles James 
Wi11aMs, WILLIAM, Heavitree, Devon. Mar5. Adams, ag 7 oO 
Jan. 12.) 


([ Gasette, 
ALLEN, THOMAS, Birmingham, Bag Manufacturer. April 16. Cottrell and Son, 


Birmin, 
LLIAM JOSEPH, Lansdowne villas, Enfield, Gent. Feb 15. Blake 
and Co, Sliew hill, Cannon st 
BrovuGHAM and Vaux, Wi.1aMm, Lord, Brougham hall, Westmoreland. Feb 14. 
illiams and James, Lincoln’s inn fields 
CORRIGAN, ERNESTINE. Feb 18. Osborn Caddy, Chancery lane 
Dunn, ELIZABETH, Bracebridge, Lincoln. Mar 12. Cottrell and Son, Birming- 


Fane, HENRY, Fulbeck hall, Lincoln, Colonel. Feb 15. Paterson and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
ny OSEPH, Parwich, Derby, Permet. Jan 81. Molerd _ 
Fume mas, Lexham gard Kensington, Esq. 
gt oon Procter, Lincoln's int fields ” _ - 4 
GgE, ALICE, Barton-on-Humber, Lincoln. Feb 18. Gee, Lei 
GREENHALGH, "li ccertaen ene Lancaster, Gent. Jan 30. 0. Lord and Son, 
aes = w, 
a. OHN, Er » Warwick, Mar ’ 
> gton ck, Gent. 12. Cottrell and Son 
Mar 11. Riley and 


“4 
FP JOHN, Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler. 
HARLES, Iltracombe, Auctioneer. Mar 1. Law and Brewer, Barns‘ “ 


Victoria street. 


ham 
‘atham 


Kettle, Wolverhampton 


HENGHALL, ELLEN , Sutton, nr St. Helen’s, Lancaster. Feb 27. Davies and 

HENSHALL WiaEAM, Sutton, nr St. Helen’s, Lancaster, Farmer. Feb 27. 
Davies and Co, W n. 

HowWELL, Mary, Southwark Park rd. Jan 22. ay a — dy 

HULL, ANN, Sigheate 24, rd, Kentish Town. Mar 15. ple ina 

HumgE, E irmingham, Pini ceaphio Ma Dealer. Mar 1. 


—— , B 
ham 


Burton, B 
UMPHRIES, WILLIAM JAMES, Hazelwood, Horsted Keynes, Sussex, Gent. 
Feb 27. Nash and Co, Queen st, Cheapside 

Jaws, CAROLINE, Shoe lane, Coffee House Keeper. Feb 26. Blake and Heseltine, 
Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 

Kina, WILLuaM, D oddington, Kent, Farmer. Mar 25. F ohnson, Faversham 

, ANN, Heo Yorkshire. 1. Hearfield and Lambert, 
Pa Beret, Berkhampsted, Hertford. Feb 18. Freshfields 


and 
Lorn, WiLtias Jonss, Lan leybury, 
gleybury, nr Watford, Esq. Feb18. Freshfields and 


Movouix, Wasaie ngston-upon-Hull, Gent. Feb 20. Woodhouse, Hull 
McKxx, Davip  MontGomaEy, Sage Boot Manufacturer. Feb 9. - ones and 


Monger, Swa: 
MoncxTon,  STRPEEM, Maidstone, M.D., F.R.C.P. Mari. Monckton, Maidsto: 
oh CATHERINE, ‘Clifton, Bristol. 15. Abbot and Oo, Bris' tol - 





et JOHN, Hereford, Gent. “BP Feb 11. "doen and Corner, Floetora 
Cottrell ot snd Son Birmingham . oi 
mas, Harborne, Stafford, Gent. Mari2. Cottrell and Son, Birming- 


Gazette, Jan. 15. 

Avery, THOMAS CHARLES, Geatenhem, Gent. Feb 27. Grimes Gloucester J 

é , JACOB, ye orn Dealer. Feb 20, Vickers and e Sheffield 
BRANFORD, WILLIAM BENJAMIN, Thorpe Hamlet, Norwich, 


Briwpon, WILLIAM, Wal 

a On ee at ton, Derby, Earthenware Manufacturer. Feb 27. Ship- 
BROOKE, J alas Scopus 3 Manchester, Dobe. Mar 12. . Manchester 

Mar ewcastie upon Tyne. 15. ouseatie upon Tyne 

BROWN, Taomas FuRNaS, Sunderiand, Solicitor. ot Sunderland. 

USH, JOHN HENRY, De Derby, Iro Ironmonger. Feb6. Cooper and = Derb 
——-. SOmECa, Green st, Bethnal Green. Feb 20. Voss, Vestey tan 

n 

CHavassE, THOMAS, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, eon. b 12. bech: 

and Addenbrooke’ Sutton Coldfiel” 2 a Sr 
OLAsTOR, JAMES, Hayfield, Derby, Innkeeper. Feb16. Mair and Co, Maccles- 


Ousprom, EDWARD GERARD, Brighton, Esq. Feb 27. Meynell and Pemberton, 
Opazican, inaesrixe, Baronsfield rd, Twickenham. Feb 22, Osborn Caddy, 
Bion, t, Daxtst, Fashion st, Baker. Aug 9. Newton and Co, Raymond bdgs, 
FairGray, JANE, Laverton, Kirkby Malzeard, York. Feb 1. Wise and Son, 


pon 
Foigy, J Liverpool, Customs Officer. Febé6. Mad Liverpool 
Farrer an 0; Lineoin’s i inn a. - coment 





Ry Ho on. ALEXANDER , Lieutenant Col: oy ¥r 
GRUMBRIDGE, Mary JANE, Chorlton upon Medlock, a be 2 1, » 
awroet ona > Mancheste 

Bishop’ : Ss Waltham Gt Cheverel, Wilts, Clerk. Marii. Gunner and Renny, 
itockport, Chester, Currier. Feb 24. Ferns, 8 

AMILTON, Mantra LIZABBTH, Stafford a. Go 

v <a ord pl, Pimlico. Mar 16 wders and 


Hit, Bo ROWLAND, Ghetticia: Wholesale Fruiterer. Jan 31. Swiftand Ashington, 
Hock, youn, Poughill, Cornawll, Esq. Feb Ohamice, Stratton 
HOOPER ILA, Plymouth, Builders ¥ ‘eb 27. Kelly d Wolferstan, Plymouth 





, Riomann, Patshull rd, Kentish Town, Gent. Mar 1. Denton and Oo, 
8 
Lupp 5% xs, Littleport, Cambridge, Gent. Mar 1. Archer and Son, 
OwWESN, ELIZABETH. Disbenhend. Chester. Mari. Jones and Miine, Liverpool 


Wilkinson and Howlett, Bedford 
RaynsForD, THOMAS. Kingston pon Thames, Soda Water Manufacturer. Feb 
yw Harding st, Commercial rd, Cabinetmaker. Feb 16. Guo ont 
uu 
TENANT, CAROLINE, Sheffield. April30. Broomhead and Co, Sheffield 
by _ Gaosae, East Herrington, Durham, Farmer. Mar 31. Bell and 
un 
Wusow, arene Mania, Upper Berkeley st. Feb 22. Freshfields and 
Williams, Bank bdgs 
{ Gazette, Fan. 19.) 


BENNETT, HENRY, Blandford st, Portman sq, Corn Dealer. March 13. Yeo and 
Co, Finsbury pavement 
BENSON, Mary CATHERINE, Lincoln. March8. Allisons and Louth 
Maria, right and 


BoppivneTon, HaNNAH st, Camden Town. March 16. 
Wright, Queen Victoria st 
BREE, Rev CHARLES HERBERT, Washford + Pepen. Feb 26. Searle, Crediton 
March 20. Tarrant and 


CLAYTON, a - OHN HENRY, Stafford ter, 


Mackrell. rook 

CoRNISH, ¥ FREDERICK, - ee High rd, New Cross, Gent. Feb 8. 
Sandom a: Co, Gracechurch st 

CROSLEY, CHARLOTTE B. Feb 20. Wes' pa 


axes, Kingston upon upon Hull. 
CrowE, LEWIS PETER, Queen Victoria st. Feb 27. ‘Gisby and Son, 
Wheeler, Biackburn 


Dutton, PeTER, Liverpool, Le Feb 27. 
EscHERICH, JUSTUS WILLIAM ¥, Oraven st, Strand, Mining Director. Feb 


20. Pattison and Co, Queen Joatlons 

GREENHILL, BaRcLAY, Raymond bidgs, Gray’s inn, Stockbroker. March 1. 
Burton and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

HeE1sEr, Louisa SARAH, ee Feb 20. Gole. Lime st 

Jacoss, Fanny, Street, Somerset 9. Bennett, Wincanton 

Henry, Coldharbour lane, 


Camberwell, Gent. March 1. Oronin, 
Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
KinGsForD, KENNETT, Westbourne ter, Hyde park, Hsq. April 30. Kingsford 
and Co, Canterbury 
Y¥FIELD. 


Ma BENJAMIN, Roun 06, Bismiaghem, Gent. Feb 15. = = —~ ¥F 
Pocock, THoMAs PIKE, Courtfield gdns, South Kensington, Esq. 

and Btokes, Chippenham 
Rat, WrIx11aM, Preston, Lancashire, Gasfitter. March 1. Houghton and Co, 


Preston 
RED, Sir ALEXANDER. Hereford rd, Bayswater, Bart. Feb 22. Paterson and 


Co, "Hinoola s inn fields 
SHELDON, HENRY, Small Heath, Birmingham, Gent. Feb 25. Lane, Birmingham 
SPICER, JOHN FircH, Ripton, near Ashford, Kent, Gent. Feb 1. Hallett and Co, 


Ashford 
oueaz. stane, Mia place, South Kensington. March 1. Tarrant and Mackrell, 
TATTERSAL Jonas, Oswaldtwistle, Lancaster, Butcher. Feb 27. Reddish, 


Tuomas, Davip Morgan, Usk, Monmouth, Gent. Feb 14. Morgan and Rhys, 


Pontypridd 
ees, GEORGE, nsenieron Commission Agent. Feb 1. Vickers and Co, Shef- 
Vise, 2 Gent. Marchi. Jackson and Hull 


caster, Gent. Aprili. Turner, 
White, Westborough, 


Woop, Mary, Rochester. . 
(Gazette, Jan. 22.) 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
HAywarp.—Jan. 19 at 3, The Elms, Clapham-common, the wife of J. Hayward 
solicitor, prematurely, of a son, who survived his = t hours. - 
WE.—Jan. 24, at G oucester-place, Hyde-park, the of OC. J. Rowe, 


-at-law, of a son. 


DEATHS. 
ForiEeTT.—Jan. 23, at Cannes, Brent Spencer Follett, Q.C., 
Huearns.—Jan. 20, at Steplehay, Hornsey, Horatio James 
at-law, aged 74. 


75. 
uggins, barrister- 








Fes, Two GuInzgas, for a qanitary inspection and segert on a London dwelling- 
The Sanitary and 


house. Country surveys arrangemen 
Ventilatiun oe My Species in all branches of Sanitary science, 115, Vic- 
toria-street, Westminster. Prospectus free.—[ADVT.] 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTOY AGS, we. 
Frmay, Jan. 22, 1886. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Atkins, Henry, Wormwood st, L rter of Tobacconists’ Fancy Goods. High 
Court. PetJani6. Ord Jan 16. Feb 24 at 11 ot 94, Linocia's inn Salts 
Attrill. Arthur, Rookley, nr Sewnors Isle of Wight, Baker. Newport and Ryde 
Pet Jan19. Ord Jan 19. —_ Feb 10 
Benham, Mary Anne, Belsize rd, Ham) opine, Witew, High Court. Pet Dee 11. 
Ord Jan 18. Exam Feb 24 at 11 at 34, Lin el 
George , Gravesend, Baker. Rochester. Pet Jan 18, Ord 
a 18. Exam Feb 15 at 2 
peidge, Sem Samuel, Cotesbach, Leicestershire, Farmer. Leicester. Pet Jan 6. 


non Jan 20. ——= 10 at 10 4 ar Te 
“ith Court. — Jan 4. ord Jan 19. Feb 24 at 11.30 at 34, Lincola’s inn 
e! 


Cateuene ‘William, Old Kent rd, Coffee ea oS BR. Court. Pet Jan 
's inn 


Wolstanton, Staft , Joiner. Burslem, and 
Pet Jan 18. Ord Jan 18. Exam Feb 19 at 11 at To Haaley 
on Villian, North rd, Cattle Market, Islington, Cab Driver. Court. 
Pet Jam 18 Ord Jan 18. Exam Feb 2% at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 
~+ bereemoene t Dealer. Cardiff. Pet geen: Ord Jan is. Exam 


David, Th 
Feb 

Davies t Porth, Glamorganshire, Boot Maker. Pontypridd. Pet Jan 18. 
Ord yy . Feb 9 at 2 
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Dyes, Dariel, Swansea, Tailor. Swansea. Pet Jan 19. Ord Jan 19. Exam 
27 


Duguid, Robert Miller Alexander, Liverpool, Commission Merchant. Liv 
Pet Jan 4. Ord Jan19. Exam Feb 1 at 11 at Court house, Government b. os 
Victoria st, Liverpool 
Elliott, William, South Shields, Painter. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Jani8. Ord 
Jan 18. Exam Jan 28 
Evans, Owen, Conway, Carnarvonshire, Bookseller. Bangor. Pet Jan19. Ord 
Jan 19. Exam Feb Hh at 12.30 
Fears, Henry, jun, Newhaven, Sussex, Plumber. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet 
Jan 18. Ord Jan 18. Exam Feb 26 
Firth, Herbert, Kingston upon Hull, Solicitor. Kingston upon Hull. Pet Jan 
20. Ord Jan 20. Exam Feb 15 a+ 2 at Court house, Townhall, Hull 
Forster, Alfred, address unknown, Leather Seller. High Court. Pet Oct 28. 
Ord Jan 20. Exam Feb 26 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
—_— +" = rge, Eastry, Kent, Farmer, Canterbury. Pet Jani19. Ord Jan 19. 
am Fe’ 
Gent, William Edward, Darlington, Joiner. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough. Pet Dec 4. Ord Jan 15. ‘Exam Feb 3 
Goff, James Charles, 6 and 7, Eastgate, Exeter, Cabinet Maker. Exeter. Pet 
Jan 19. Ord Jani9. Exam Feb 11 at 11 
Gore, R.. Hove, Sussex, Major General. Brighton. Pet Dec 8. Ord Jan 18. 
Exam Feb 11 at 11 
Greenwell. Leonard, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, no occu’ ation. High Court. Pet 
Jani6. Ord Jan 16. Exam Feb 19 at 11 at 84, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ee. o John, Pockthorpe, Norfolk, Fish Curer. Norwich. Pet Jan 19. 
Ord Jan 19._ Exam Feb 17 at 12 at Shirehall, Norwich Castle 
Ingle, John William, Cri‘ling Stubbs, nr Knottingley, Farmer. Wakefield. 
et Jan7. Ord Jan18, Exam Feb 11 
Jones, Thomas Oliver Sturges, address unknown. Tutor. High Court. Pet Nov 
27. Ord Jan 20. Exam Feb 26 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Le Koy, Alexander, Gt. Grimsby, Mariner. Gt. Grimsby. Pet Janis. Ord Jan 
18, Exam Feb 3 at 11 at Townhall, Grimsby 
Lucas, Charles, Wishford, Wilts, Innkeeper. Salisbury. Pet Jan 19. Ord Jan 
19. Exam Feb 12 at 12 
Megson, Benjamin Oldroyd, Earlsheaton, nr Dewsbury, Salesman. Dewsbury. 
Pet Jan 20. Ord Jan 20. Exam Feb 2 
Moore, James, Bournemouth, mee. Poole. Pet Jan 20. Ord Jan 20. 
Exam Feb 24 at 12.30 at Townhall 1, Poole 
Muzeen, He John, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Birmingham. Pet 
Jan 18. OrdJan18. Exam Feb 18 at 2 
ewe. J ro Leicester, Draper. Leicester. Pet Dec 31. Ord Jan 20. Exam 
eb 10 at 1 
=: John, Burslem, Staffordshire, Beerseller. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. 
et Jan 20, OrdJan20. Exam Feb 26 at 11 at Townhall, Hanley 
Pugh cone, Pennal, Merionethshire, Farmer. Aberystwith. Pet Jan 16. Ord 
an 16. Exam Feb 5 at 1.30 
Raper, John, Victoria Dock rd, Canning Town, Boot Manufacturer. High 
Lourt. Pet Jan 18. Ord Jan 18. Exam Feb 25 at 11.20 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


goby = William Johnston Scott, and John Scott, Haltwistle, Northum- 


ainters. Carlisle. Pet Janis. Ord Jan 18. Exam Feb 1 at 11 at 
Court house, Carlisle 


Smirthwaite, Robert, Jaeting, Yorks, Farmer. Wakefield. Pet Jan18. Ord 
Jan18. Exam Feb 1 
uire, William, Barnsley, Yorks, Tailor. Barnsley. Pet Jan 19. Ord Jan 19. 

xam Feb 18 at 11.30 
- es Daniel Muncaster, Rhyl, Flintshire, Bcokseller. Bangor. Pet Jan 
Ord Jan 19. Exam Feb 22 at 12.30 

Treble, John, and Samuel Treble, Merton rd. nee, Builders. Wands- 
worth. Pet Deci9. Ord Jan 14. Exam Feb 

Walker, William, Handsworth, Staifordehire: | Birmingham. Pet Jan 
20. Ord Jan 20. Exam Feb 24 at 2 

Williams, William. Portmadoc, Tailor. Bangor. Pet Jan 18. Ord Jan 19. 
Exam Feb 22 at 12.30 


Wilman, Benjamin, Earlsheaton, nr Dewsbury, Rug Maker. Dewsb Pet 
Jan 20. ‘Ste. Exam Feb 2 ‘aad ° 7 


RST MEETINGS 

Abell, William Henry, menu’ China Dealer. " Jan 29 at 11. Station Hotel, 
Stoke upon Trent 

Amies, Charles, Loose, Kent, sone Quarry Proprietor. Jan30at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, *6, Week st, Maidsto: 

Archer, Rowland, Manchester. ‘Terp aulin Manufacturer. Jan 29 at 3. Official 
Receiver, Ogden’ 8 bldgs, Bridge at st, Manchester 

oo a Birmingham, Basket Maker. Jan 29 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Bellingham, George pine, Gravesend, Baker. Feb 1 at 11.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, Eastgate, Rocheste 


dge, Samuel, Gevestach. Leicestershire, Farmer, Feb 2 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, 28, Friar lane, Leiceste: 


Brooks, ‘Edward, High st. Shoreditch, Pawnbroker. Feb 1 at 2. Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Char esworth, ason, Wo) tae Staffordshire, Joiner. Febi1at4. Official Re- 
ceiver, Newcastle under Lyn 


Churchward, Richard, ‘Aldershot, out of business, Jan 30at12. Victoria Hotel, 
Aldershot 


Compson, Edward, Nottingham, Clerk. Jan 29at12. Official Receiver, 1, High 
pavement, N ottingham 


er <5 = fees nr Pontypridd, Bootmaker. Feb1at12. Official Receiver, 


Drew, Danie » Swansea, Tailor. Feb2 at 11. 6, Rutland st, Swansea 

Duguid, Robert Miller Alexander, Liverpool, Commission "Agent. Feb 2 at. 3. 
Official Receiver. 35. Victoria st, Liverpool! 

Ellington, Lng 34 Ridley, John ‘Thomas Aldred, and Henry Leonard Ellington, 


Frida , Warehousemen. Jan 29 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu, st, 
Linco bag Me fields _— m - 


Ellington, Henry Leonard (separate estate), Trinity square, Southwark, no 
— Jan 29 at 12. Seakraper ‘y buildings, Portugal st, Lincoln’ 8 inn 

Elliott, William, South Saisie, Painter. Feb 1 at 11. Official Receiver, Pink 
lane, Newcastie on 


Fears, Henry, jun., Ran neven, Sussex, Plumber. Feb1at3. Official Receiver, 
39, Bond st, Brighto: 
Garfoot, Charl: 


Oha ses, Ryhall, Rutlandshire, Publican. Feb 8 at 11.45. Law Courts, 

Goff, James les, Exeter, Cabinet Maker. Feb 2 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, 

P st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Gore, H., Hove, Sussex, Major-General. Feb1at12. Official Receiver, 39, Bond 

Gray, H , Goole, Boarding Clerk. Jan 29 at11. Official i Southgate 
chmbrs, outhgate, V Wakefield heh mansburensaenags 


Herd, ee Br — , Licensed Victualler, Jan 30at12. Official Receiver, 39, 


Hewitt, Geor, een Francis Hewitt, Birmingham, Bakers. Feb1at11. Official 
wy ke 
Hughes, Hugh, P ugh, Portma doc, Carnarvonshire, Builder. Feb2at12. Sportsman 


LeR ioe t Gi by, i 
14 fer, An Cacinety rimsby, Mariner. Feb3ati. Official Receiver, 3, 





Lilley, Bgward, Be Baioel Heath, Wentestendhive, Behue. “Feb 1 at 3. ~ Official Re. 
i . irmingh: 
Lucas, Charles, Wishford, Wilts, Innkeeper. Feb 2 at 3. Official Receiver, 


McDermott. Charles, Biscay rd, Hammersmith. Feb1 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bradford, Engineer. Jan 29 ati1. Official Receiver, Bradford 
Mo ti, P., Brighton. Restaurant Proprietor. Jan 29 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 
39. d st, ton 
Neston. 7 ohn, ae Draper. Feb2at12. Official Receiver, 28, Friar lane 
Leicester 


Ollerton, John, ag ed be Furness, Draper. Feb3ati2. Official Receiver, 2, 
Paxton terrace. rrow in Furness 

Scott, Thomas, William Johnston Scott. and John Scott. Haltwhistle, North. 
umberland, Painters. Feb1at12. Official Receiver, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Taylor, George, Manchester, Girder Maker. Feb 1 at 3.45. Official Receiver, 
— en’s chantes. Bridge st, Manchester 

mages, Ste; at “eal nr Preston, Farmer. Jan 29 at 3. Official Receiver, 

= 


1 st, 

Turney. Watiam Bu ban Sheffield, Brewer. Feb2at12. Official Receiver, Figtres 
lane, Sheffield 

Waite. George Edward, Eastbourne, Builder. Jan 30at11. Official Receiver, 
39, Bond st, Brighton 

Weige, George Frederick, James st, Bethnal Green, Licensed Victualler. Feb3 
atii. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Williams, William, Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, Tailor. Feb2ati0. Sportsman 


Hotel, Portmadoc 
Wrigglesworth, George ry, Camberwell Green, Licensed Victualler. Feb1 
at12. Bankruptcy Bides .. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 15. 
Spink, Edward, Wilstrop, Yorks, Farmer. Jan 30 at 1%. Official Receiver, 17, 
Blake st, Yor’ 


ADJUDIC. NS. 
Bowes, seen, jun, Leyburn, Yorks, aa  matntes, Pet Dec 3i. Ord 


x t.4 Thomas, Heighington, nr Darlington, Boot and Shoe Maker. Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough. Pet Dec 30. Ord Jan 19 

Cpeticowcet, geaem, Mere ernie, Joiner. Hanley, Burslem, and 
Tunstall. Pet Jani8. Ord Jan 1 

Christees, William, Golborne rd, Westbourne pk, Toy Factor. High Court. 
High Court. Pet Jan 12. Jan 20 

Comper, Edward, Nottingham. Clerk. Nottingham. Pet Jan14._ Ord Jan 20 
Crofts, Thomas, Nuneaton, Printer. ¢ ‘oventry. Pet Dec 30. Ord Jan19 

Dixon, — -—“5" 1 Tr = Keyworth, Nottingham, Leatherdressers, 

tti: m. ‘et Dec 1 r 

Elliott ‘William, South Shields, Painter. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Jan 18. Ord 

Ji 


19 
Graham Rotest Dundas, not resident in England, Gent. High Court. Pet Aug 

1. Or 
Gray, Henry, ola Goole, Yorks, Boarding Clerk. Wakefield. Pet Jan 14. Ord 


Jan 

a ray © J poten Sturges, Cheltenham, out of business. Cheltenham. 
Pet Dec 

Hart, William niger Bournemouth, Hardware and Furnishing Warehouseman. 
Poole. Pet Jan14. Ord J: 

Howe, Henry. Yate, Fata A Farmer. Bristol. Pet Dec 23. Ord Jan 19 

Hughes, Hugh, Portmadoe, Carnarvonshire, Builder. Bangor. Pet Jan 15, 
Ord Jan 19 

Lewis, George, Longport, Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. Hanley, Burslem, 

and Tunstall. Pet Jan 15. Ord Jan 20 

Mondeals, Roderick, Ellingham na She my ty Bush, Iron Merchant's 
Engineer. High Court. Pet Dec 18. Ord 19 

Montgomery, George, Lincoln, Coal Merchent. Lincoln. Pet Jan 13. Ord 
Jan 18 

Morwan, James, Dinas, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Jani2. Ord 


Jan 

Oldroyd. George, and J oseph Saws, Batley, Yorks, Cloth Finishers. Dews- 
bury. Pet Dec 3. Ord.Jan 1 

Ollerton, John, Barrow in a, Draper. Ulverston and Barrow in Furness. 
Pet Jan 6. Ord Jan 18 

Owen, John, Burslem, Staffordshire, Beerseller. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. 
Pet Jan 20. OrdJan 20 

Pignott, Gee ree Henry. f ry, andl Obs Charles Godard, St. John’s sq, Drysalters. High 

ourt. Pet Dec7. 

Powell, Abraham, Pembroke, : Pembroke Dock. Pet Jani. Ord Jan 18 

Pugh, John, Pennal, Merionethshire, Farmer. Aberystwith. Pet Jan 16. Ord 

an 16 


Raper, John, Victoria Dock "a Canning Town, Boot Manufacturer. High 
Court. Pet Janis. Ord Jan 
Smirthwaite, Robert, Methley, eatin Farmer. Wakefield. Pet Jan 18. Ord 


Jan 
one ohn, » Sienier, Om Staffordshire, Innkeeper. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. 
Pet Jan 4, 
zipP, J ona W., Melbourne grove, North Dulwich, Oilman. High Court. Pet 
6. an 1 
Tatton, Charles, Norwich, Contractor. Norwich. Pet Dec 10. Ord Jan 16 
a Stephen, Barton, nr Preston, Farmer. Preston. Pet Jan 16. Ord 


ene Robert, and Wilkinson Tyerman. Middlesborough, Sinte Merchan ts 
Stockton on Tees and amerenge. Pet Oct 14. Ord Nov 
= James, Oldham, Lancashire, Tailor. Oldham. Pet Nov 3. Ord 


TUESDAY, Jan. 26, 1886. 
G ORDERS. 


RECEIVIN 

Biven, William James, Bristol, Commercial Swelber. Bristol, Pet Jan 23. 
Ord Jan 23. Exam Feb 19 at 12 at Guildhall, Bristol 

Blencowe, Edward, Devizes, Wilts, Grocer. Bath. Pet Jan 12. Ord Jan 22. 
Exam Feb 11 at 11.30 

Bradshaw, John, Fleetwood, Lancashire, Ship Owner. Preston. Pet Jan 2. 
Ord Jan 23. Exam Feb 12 

Browning, William Frederick, Mile End rd, Mile End, Fruiterer. High Court. 
Pet Jan 21. Ord Jan 22. Exam Mar 3 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

ag my = oat J aoe J ohn, Lincoln, Farmer. Lincolft. Pet Deci1. Ord Dec 21. 

ar 3 at 2.30 
Ontt, po ge 2 baa fone, Wheelwright. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet Jan 


‘itiaw Feb 
Eldred, George Wi Dallinghoo, Suffolk, Farmer. Ipswich. Pet Jan 19. 


Ord Jan 20. eae er Feb 19 at 11 
. radford, Furniture Dealer. Bradford. Pet Jan 22. 


9 

Finch, Henry. Saint Helens, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. Liverpool. Pet 

Jan 2. Ord Jan 22. } Feb 4 at 11 at Ct house, Government bldgs, 
icto’ st, Liverpool 

Goettler, J: — Spencer st, Goswell rd, Watchmaker. High Court, Pet Jan 23. 
Ord Jan Mar 5 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Griffiths, yl and Griffiths, Swansea, Wool Dealers. Swansea. Pet 
Jan 23. Ord Jan 23. Exam Feb 24 


Bente e, Her eovil, Romaunet, Glove Manufacturer. Yeovil. Pet Jan 
21. Jan eg ROT 
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TK SRS 
l walk, Clerkenwell, Coach Painter. h Court. Pet 


cxam Mar 5 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 


ebden. Bi Bridge, Yorks, auctioneer. Burnley. Pet Jan 16. 
18 a 

Staffordshire, Blacksmith. Dudley. Pet Jan 14. Ord 
9 at ill 

» jcunthan, Bradford, Contractor. Bradford. Pet Jan23. Ord Jan 23. 


— aan Laceeeaten, out of business. Leominster, Pet Jan 22. 





agen 22. Exam Feb 18 
Jones, Robert Edward, Strand, no occupation. Hi, i, Gomes. Pet Jan 21. Ord 
an 2 


Exam Feb 26 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 
Lever, George, Oldham, Lancashire, Fish Salesman. Oldham. Pet Jan2i. Ord 
Jan 21. Exam Feb 23 at 11.30 


McClory, Guam, Canterbury, Saddler. Canterbury. Pet Jan 21. Ord Jan 21. 
m Feb 5 
aie Charles Squire, East st, Walworth, Baker, Hick \ eeee Pet Jan 21. 
rdJan2!. Exam Feb 25 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 
Milward, John, and Thomas Ganner, Stourbridge, Worcestershire, Spade 
Manutacturers. Stourbridge. Pet Jan2. Ord Jan 19. Exam F 
Moulton, Edward, Coanhem, Gloucestershire, Potter. Gieuasiee. Met Jan 22. 
Ord Jan 23. Exam Feb 
Pate, John —— Cambridge, Builder. Cambridge. Pet Jan21. Ord Jan 21. 
xam Jan 27 a’ 
Patmore Richard William, Fyfield Hall, Essex, Farmer. Chelmsford. Pet Jan 
Ord Jan 23. Exam Feb 8 at 2 at Shirehall, Chelmsford 
Rosill, George Henry, London st, Paddington, "Trunk Maker. High Court. Pet 
Ord J Jan 23. Exam Mar 4 at il at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ioicore, Horatio R., The Grove, Clapham Common. Wandsworth. Pet Dec 
9. Ord Jan 21. Exam Feb 25 


Sprague, Sidney Davis, Guildford, late Music Publisher. Guildford and 
God _ Pet June 27. Ord Jan 21. Exam Feb 18 at Public Hall, Godal- 


gyanct, Charles Forbes Goodhart, Loe 8 Senne. Pembroke Dock. Pet 
Jan 22. OrdJan22. Exam Feb 3 at 11.4 

Taylor, -——— yey Crayford, Kent, Rochester. Pet Jan22. Ord 
an 22. xam Fe t 2 

Turner, > Bom, Herefordshire, Farmer. Hereford. Pet Jan 22. Ord 
Jan 22. Exam Fe 

Wells, William, Birmingham, Rag Merchant. Birmingham. Pet Jan 23. Ord 
Jan 23. Exam Feb 24 at 2 

Wilson, Charles Watson, Salcombe, Devon, no occupation. High Court. Pet 
Jan 22. Ord Jan 22. Exam Mar 2 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wolff, E., Gt Prescott st. High Court. PetJan7. Ord Jan 21. Exam Mar 2 
at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wolff Victor, Hatton gdn, Diamond Merchant. High Court. Pet Dec1. Ord 
Jan 21. Exam Mar 2 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Woolnough, Joseph, Westbourne grove, Bayswater, Jeweller. a Court. 
Pet Jan 22. Ord Jan22. Exam Mar 2 at 11 a 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

First MEETIN 

Blake, Robert oy Gt eee, Smack Owner. Feb 2 at 11.80. Official Re- 
ceiver, 8, King st, Norwich 

Blencowe, Edward, Devizes, Wilts, Grocer. Feb4at1. Bear Hotel, Devizes 

Cartwright, William, Old Kent rd, Coffee house Keeper. Feb 4at12. 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Christmas, William, Golborne rd, Westbourne e px. Toy Factor. Feb 4 at 11. 
Baukruptcy Sens Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Eldred, George William, Dallinghoo, Suffolk, Farmer. Feb 2at 12.30. Official 
Receiver, 2, Westgate st, Ipswich 

Evans, Owen, Conway, Carnarvonshire, Bookseller. Feb 4 at 11. Official Re- 
ceiver, Crypt chbrs, Chester 

Fairs, George, Westgate, Deoatess, Furniture Dealer. Feb5ati1. Official Re- 
ceiver, 31, Manor row, B 

Firth, Herbert, Kin <~" n Up — Sul, Solicitor. Feb Sane, Hull Incorporated 
Law Society, ‘Lincoln’ ldgs Bowlalley lane, Hul! 

Foster, William, Broadgate, L Lincoin uilder. Feb 9 at 11,30. Official Re- 
ceiver, 2, St Benedict’s sq, Lincoln 

Gardner, George, Eastry, Kent, Farmer. Feb 4 at 11.30. 32, St George’s st, 
Canterbury 

Griffiths, Ann, and Hananiah Griffiths, Swansea, Wool Dealers. Feb 6 at 11. 
6, Rutland st, Swansea 

Grinyer, Walter, Brookville rd, Fulham, Builder. Feb 3 at 12. Bankruptcy 
ae s, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

ohn, Norwich, Fish Curer. Feb 2 at 11. Official Receiver, 8, 

— = Norwich 

Helliwell, James, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, Auctioneer. Feb 2at1. White Horse 
Hotel, Hebden Bridge 

Hinsull, Jpnes. Bradley, Staffordshire, Blacksmith. Feb 9 at 10.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, 

Itter, Nicholas, "Holloway rd, Baker. Feb 3 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Lever, George, a. Lancashire, Fish Salesman. Feb 4 at3. Official Receiver 
Priory chbrs, O idham’ 

Mathers, Samuel, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Feb4ati11. Official Receiver, St 
Andrew’s chbrs 22, Park row, Leeds 

si Owen, Canterbury, Saddler. Feb5 at10. 32, St. George’s st, Canter- 

Muka, John William Recher, Dewsbury, Yorks, Butcher. Feb2at10. Official 
Receiver, Bank chbrs, Batley 

a James, Bournemouth, Ironmonger. Feb 8 at 1.15. Official Receiver, 


Py John, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Feb 3 at 11. Official 
Receiver, Birmingham 
Owen, John, Cobri: age, Staffordshire, Beerseller. Feb 2at12. Official Receiver, 
Newcastle under Lyme 
Pm, J yw. oo Cambridge, Builder. Feb 3at12. Official Receiver, 5, Petty 
am brid, 
Pugh, Jo =. Pennal, Merionethshire, Farmer. Feb 4 at 2.80. Lion Hotel, Ma- 


aloes. John Thomas, Stamford st, Blackfriars, Sheriff's Officer. Feb 4 at 2. 
33, Sone st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Eugen, and Company, East India avenue. Feb 5 at 12. Bankruptcy 

bidgs. ‘Portugal st. Lincoin’s inn fields 

es Charles, Wivenhoe, Essex, Painter. Feb 3 at 11. Townhall, Col- 


Shearman, Henry Franklin, Lowfield_ Heath, near anager of an 
8 Agency. Feb 3 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, ~ st, Lincoln’s 
n s 

Smirthwaite, Robert, Methley, Yorks, Farmer. Feb 2 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Southgate chbrs Southgate, Wakefield 
Strathern, Daniel Muncaster, Rh 1, Flintshire, Bookseller. Feb 4 at 2.30, Official 
eeceiyes Victoria st, Liverp 
Js Ws Me Melbourne grove, » North Dulwich, Oilman. Feb 3 at 2. 33, Carey 
coln’s inn 
Vall alie, Rowland William Henry, Fulham rd, Provision Dealer, Feb 4at 12. Bank- 
gnats bg Shea bides, Portugal st, Lincoln's inn fields 
rd Layzelle, Croydon, Contractor. Feb3 at3. Official Receiver, 109, 

Victoria x Westminster 
Ward, Thomas Alfred, Barking rd, Canning Town, House Agent. Feb 4 at 11. 


Wi Benj 
ilman, pare, an. Terke, Bes Melee. Feb 2 at 11. Official Re- 


ceiver, 
The following cnenden notice is mpeg for that published in the 
22. 


don 
Taylor, George, Manchester, Girder Maker. Feb? at8. Official Receiver, Ogden’s 


brs, Bridge st, Manchester 
ADJUDI TATIONS. 
Baguley, Samuel, Blackpool, Lancashire, Grucer. Preston. Pet Oct13. Ord 


Bishopp, 1 arry Gustavus, Borough rd, Southwark, Tobacco Manufacturer. 
ay’ Pet Jan4. Ord Jan 22 
Bike, foobert Henry, Gt Yarmouth, Smack Owner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Jan 12. 


Ord Jan 
Bland, pm ang Liverpool, Clothier. Liv l. Pet Jan5. Ord Jan 22 
rishire, Builder, "Reading Pet Dec 17. Ord Jan 13 


Brown, C 

Bryon, Henry, 7 Ventnor, L.W., Restaurant Keeper. ewport and Rydé. Pet 
David, Thomas, Cardiff, Boot Dealer. Cardiff. Pet Janis. Ord J: 

Eldred, Satee William, Dallinghoo, Suffolk, Farmer. canes. * het Jan 19. 


miss He Ridley, and J: ap ay 
ony fre, ley, 8 aaans Aldred, Friday st, Warehousemen. 

‘airs, George, Bradford, Wt Dealer. Bradford. Pet Jan22. Ord Jan 22 
Finck, , Hlenry, St St Helen’s, Lancashire, L d Victualler. Liverpool. PetJan 


rd 
Giddens, Ge F tonto Methwold Hithe, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet Jan 13. 


Grieves, a Lime st, Merchant. High Court, Pet Oct27. Ord J 

—— Ane, = Hananiah Griffiths, Swansea, Wool ] Dealers. he Pet 
an an 23 

an Henry Josiah, Leicester, Hosiery Agent. Leicester. PetJani. Ord 


Haneastle, J com. iw jun, Anfield, Lancashire, Commission Agent. Liverpool. 
Hardingham, Joh Norwich, Fish Carer. | 7. - Pet Jan 19. Ord Jan 22 
om, 5 hong ome chfield, L d Victi B monTrent. Pet Jan7. 


- , James, Bradley, Staffordshire, Blacksmith. Dudley. Pet Jani4. Ord 
William Edwin, Weston super Mare, out of business. Leominster. 


nkins, 
Pet Jan 22. Ord Jan 22 

Le “| Alexander, Gt Grimsby, Mariner. Gt Grimsby. Pet Jan 18, Ord 

High Court. Pet Nov. 25. 


Jan 
Macdonald, Charles, Queen Victoria st, Merchant. 


Mave, Beer John, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Birmingham. Pet Jan 
—_ porter, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Fish Merchant. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Jan 15. 
Newth, Arthur A tus, Cockhill, , , 

— ~ a os a nr Trowbridge, Wilts, Brick Manufacturer. 
Ogee, pee, Pwllheli, Carnarvonshire, Leather Dresser. Bangor. Pet Jan 5. 


Quant, Te Raven Hill, nr Swansea, Baker. Swansea. Pet Jan 5. Ord Jan 22 
Sadler, Edward J ohn, Stoke upon Trent, House Decorator. Stoke upon Trent. 
Shon is = sa Paddin bo 

earman, Jo un., st, 1 

perme, i kd = gton Marylebone rd, Builder. High Court. 
Senite, Jeunes, i Isle of Wight, Builder. Newport and Ryde. Pet Jan 5. 


Stephenson, John, and ony Ficlenes, Gateshead, Durham, Painters. New- 
castle on e. Pet Sept7. Ord Jan 

ee 2 Daniel, Basinghall st, Club Soistianen, High Court. Pet July 17. 
er, ‘Thomas, Peterstow, Herefordshire, Farmer. Hereford. Pet Jan 22. 

Wales, Dan, Ifield, Sussex, Builder. Brighton. Pet Jan9. Ord Ji 

bi 1 7. zone, East Greenwich, Kent, Builder. Seenaeds, Pet 

an 
be 7, Bn jamin, Earlsheaton, Yorks, Rug Maker. Dewsbury. Pet Jan 20. 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 
Anti- tie Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “* the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 
Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny, 
Cocoatima 4 La Vanitux is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 

: richer chocolate is prohibited, 
{n tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
: Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
Hu. Scuwnrrzze & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W. 


Just published, one (com price, 128. ; by post 
id. ex » 
HE ANNUAL DIGEST for 1885.—Being 


complete Digest of Cases in all the 
Courts and all the Reports, including the Irish. By 
JOHN MEWS, Barrister-at-Law, Editor of Fisher's 
Digest. In continuation of Fisher’s Digest (7 vols., 
1884) and Chitty’s Equity Index. 
London: H. Sweet & Sons, 3, Chancery-lane; 
Stavens & Sons, 119, Chancery-lane; W. Max- 
WELL & Son, 8, Bell-yard. 








Just published, royal Svo, price 38s. 
OODFALL’S LAW of LANDLORD 
and TENANT; with a full Collection of 

Precedents and Forms of Procedure; containing 

also a Collection of Leading Sropenicns. The 

Thirteenth Edition. By J. M. LELY, Esq., of the 

Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, Editor of ** Hodges 

on Railways,” &c. 

London: H. SWEET & Sons, 3, Chancery-lane; W. 
MAXWELL & Son, 8, Bell-yard, Temple Bar; 
eg & Sons, 119, Chancery-lane; Law Pub- 

shers. 


J ust published, price 10s. 6d. 
NECDOTES of tke CONNAUGHT 
CIRCUIT, from A.D. 1604 to Present Time. By 
OLIVER J. BURKE, Knight 8. Greg. Gt., B.L. 

The ** Athenzeum,” December 26, 1885, thus writes : 
—* This isa much more valuable book than its title 
ne lead one to suppose.” 

Dublin: Honezs, Fiecis, & Co.; London: SIMPEIN, 
MARSHALL, & Co. 
OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, Solici- 
tors, &c.—-HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 36, 
Piccadilly, and 136. Strand, Second-hand Booksellers, 
are prepared to PURCHASE LIBRARIES or smaller 
collections of Books, in town or country, and to give 
the utmost value in cash. Experienced valuers sent. 
Removals without trouble or expense to vendors. 
Established 1816. 
LEGAL GENTLEMEN.—An oppor- 
tunity arises for a Gentleman to Purchase a 
Legal Journal.—Address, by letter only, Z. Y. X. 
** Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane. 


TF you want Money without Fees—amounts 

£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
O. CLIBURN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 
8 


— 
C ERAL, and BATTERY WORK.—Wanted, 
Information as to the present Custody of the 
Records_of this Company.—Apply to X. Y. Z, 
Messrs. Reynell & Son, 44, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
Dew and SEA AIR, Sussex Coast.— 
Mr. W. W. CROUCH, M.A., late Scholar 
Queen’s, Oxon., PREPARES for PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS, &c. Fine position and grounds. — 
Blatchington-court, near Seaford. 
NTEMPERANCE,—Tower House Retrext, 
Westgate-on-Sea, Kent, licensed under the Habi- 
tual Drunkards’ Act, 1879.—The only establishment in 
the United Kingdom specially erected for Receptiof 
and Treatment of Ladies and Gentlemen desirous of 
overcoming habits of Intemperance. The house 
stands in its own grounds of nearly three acres, and is 
replete with every convenience, containing a large 
billiard room, spacious drawing rooms, smoking 
rooms, bath rooms, &c. Patients can be received 
under the H. D. Act or privately. Terms: from ‘wo 
to Five Guineas per week.—For prospectus and 
further particulars address J. H. Brown, Principal 
a phic address, Brown, Westgate-on-Sea. Visit- 
ing Physician, ALFRED 8. STREET, M.A., M.D., B.S. 
Cantab 
OME for the TREATMENT and CURE 
of INEBRIATES, High Shot House, Twicken- 
ham.—The sole establishment in Middlesex licensed 
under the Act. Charmingly secluded. Gentlemen 
. Limited number taken. Billiard room, library, 
a a eae Oe. The whole staff pledged 
abstainers. Terms—2) pS quinone weakly articu- 
lars from the Medical Superintendent, H. BRANTH- 
yams. rece. - — a is permitted to 
lessrs. MUNTON OBRIS, Solicitors, 954, Queen 
Victoria-street, London. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE Px ed . MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c, 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Cler s, 
and Clerks of the Peace, 


CORPORSTION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


_®4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. — 


TOTTENHAM. 
Freehold Ground-Rents, amounting to £44 3s. a year, 
amply secured cn seven substantial, old-fashioned 

residences. being Nos. 1 and 2, West-green-villas, 1 

and 2, St. John’s-villas, 1 and 2, Elm-villas, and The 

pono West-green-road, with stabling and large 
garden. 
NV RK. ALFRED RICHARDS will include 
4 the above in his SALE by AUCTION, at the 

ART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on TUESDAY, 
FEBUARY 9th, 1886, at ONE for TWO o’clock pre- 
cisely, of FREEHOLD and LEASEHOLD PROP- 
ERTIES, situate at High-street, Stoke Newington, 
and Tottenham, by order of the Trustee of the late 
Mr. Thos. Peart. 

Particulars may be obtained of Mr. Wm. Hadlow, 
Estate Agent, 1, Bruce-grove, Tottenham ; of Wm. 
Hales, Esq., Solicitor, 48, Hillmarten-road, N.; and 
of the Auctioneer, Tottenham, and 8, New Broad- 
street, E.C. 

SALES FOR THE YEAR 1886, 


N ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
A FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of Eng- 
land, in the City of London, as follows :— 
Tues., Feb 2 | Tues., May 4 Tues., July 27 
Tues., Feb 16 Tues., May 11 Tues., Aug 3 
Tues., Feb 23 = | Tues., May 18 Tues., Aug 10 
Tues., Mar 2 Tues., May 25 Tues., Aug 17 
Tues., Mar 16 Tues., June 1 Tues., Aug 24 
Tues., Mar 23 Tues., June 8 Tues., Aug 31 
Tues., Mar 30 Tues., June 22 Tues., Oct 5 
Tues., April 6 Tues., June 29 Tues., Oct 19 
Tues., April 13; 'Tues., July 6 Tues., Nov9 
Tues., April 20 | Tues., July 13 Tues., Nov 23 
Tues., July 20 Tues., Dec 14 
Auctions can also be held on other days. In any case 
due notice should be given, in order to insure proper 
publicity; the period between such notice and the auc- 
tion must, of course, considerably depend upon the nature 
of the property imtended to be sold.—80, Cheapside, 
London. 


ESSRs. PUTTICK & SIMPSON, Literary 
and Fine Art Auctioneers, 47, Leicester-square, 
London, W.C., beg to inform Executors, Trustees, 
Solicitors, and the Trade, that their Season for the 
disposal by Auction of Libraries of Books and Music, 
Engravings, Paintings, and other works connected 
with the Fine Arts, Musical Instruments, and all 
descriptions of Valuable Property, will commence on 
October 17, and that their warehouses are open daily 
for the reception of goods consigned to them for sale. 
Messrs. P. & 8. will hold several important Sales 
during the Season, and will include small properties 
in appropriate Sales, thus affording the same advan- 
tages to small as to large consignments. Libraries 
and other properties catalogued, arranged, and valued 
for Probate and Legacy Duty, or for Public or Private 
Sale 
WN ESSRS. JOHNSUN & DYMOND beg 
a to announce that their Sales by Auction of 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 
&c., are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
and Fridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
and others is particularly called to this ready means 
for the disposal of Property of deceased and other 
clients. 

in consequence of the frequency of their sales 
Messrs. J. & D, are enabled to include large or smaii 
quantities at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses, 

Valuations for Probate or Transter. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
1793), 38 and 39, G: zhurch-street, E.C. ; 

Messrs. Johnson & Dymond beg to notify _that 
their Auction Sales of Wearing Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the wéek 
Saturday excepted). 


O SOLICITORS and Uthers. — Lofty 
and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 
Let at Lonsdale Chambers, N 
{opposite the New Law Courts). f 
‘urnished Rooms for Meetings, Aroitrations, &c.-- 








ants, on the premises. 








Apply to Messrs. Launpy & Co., Chartered Account- L 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. ~ 


HOWARD'S PATENT. : 
Stronger and more durable than any other 
Letter Copying Books now made, 
THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESSIO¥, 
PricE LisT UPON APPLICATION. x 


WODDERSPOON & CO,, 


7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STREEP 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 


~ REVERSIONS. —— 

AW REVERSIONARY INTERES? 
SOCIETY (Limited), : 

24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


Cuarrman—Edward James Bevir, Esq., Q.C. 

Dervury-Cuarrman—The Rt. Hon. HenryCecil Raikes, M,P, 

Reversions and Life Interests Purchased. Immediate 
and Deferred Annuities granted in exchange for Reyer 
sionary and Contingent Interests. ; 

Loans may also be obtained on the security of Revers | 
sions. ; 

Annuities, Immediate, Deferred, and Contingent, and™ 
also Endowments granted on favourable terms, — 5 

Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and ail further ~ 
information, may be had at the office. 4 

C. B. CLABON, Secretary, 


HE NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT; 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 
Capital £2,000,000, fully subscribed by more than 800 | 
shareholders. ~4 
£200,000 paid up. Reserve Fund, £5,000. : 
The Company’s loans are limited to first-class free ] 
hold mortgages. The Debenture issue is limited to = 
the uncalled capital. 3 
Home DIREcTors. 

H. J. Bristow, Esq. Sir Witt1am T. Powe, | 
W. K. GranaM, Esq. K.C.B. . 
FALCONER LARKWORTHY, THO. a Esq.) | 





sq. .M.G. 
ARTHUR M. Mrrcuison,} Sir Epwarp W. Stam @ 
Esq. FORD, K.C.M.G. 4 
Chairman of Colonial Boara— 
The Hon. Sir FREDK. WHITAKER, K.C.M.G., M.L.0, @ 
late Premier of New Zealand. } 
The Directors are issuing Terminable Debentures ~ 
bearing interest at 5 per cent. for seven or ten years, | 
44 per cent. for five, and 4 per cent. for three years, | 
Interest ww H! vy, Coupons. : : 
A. M. MITCHISON, Managing Director. 
Leadenhall-buildings, Leadenhall-st., London, E.C. 


N EW ORIENTAL BANK CORPORA-”™ 
a TION (LIMITED). ; 
Capital—Authorised, £2,000,000; Paid-up, £500,000. 
London : 40, Threadneedle-street. 

BRANCHES and AGENCIES—Edinburgh, Bom- 
bay, Calcutta, Madras, Ceylon, Mauritius, Singapore, 
Hong Kong, Shanghai, Yokohama, Kobe, Nagasaki, 
Melbourne, and Sydney. ; 

The Bank buys and ‘sells Bills of Exchange, makes 
telegraphic transfers, issues letters of credit and 
circular notes, forwards bills for collection, and 
transacts banking and agency business generally. 

The Directors are receiving applications for 4 per 
cent. Debentures in sums of £10 and upwards, secured ~ 
upon the Freehold bank premises in the City of 
London and elsewhere. F 

Creditors of the old Bank can obtain 3 per cent 
debentures for the balance of their claims. 

The Attention of Members of the Legal Profession 
is drawn to the New Prospectus of the 
CCIDENT INSURANCE COMPANY 
(Limited), 10, St. Swithin’s-lane, London, E.C. 

General Accidents. | Personal Injuries. 

Railway Accidents. Death by Accident. 

Forms of Proposal and every information forw 
post-free, C, HARDING, Manager. 


ONDON.—SHIRLEY’S TEMPERANCE 
HOTEL, 37, Queen’s-square, Bloomsbury, W.C. 
—Beds, 1s. 6d. to 2s. 6d.; plain breakfast or tea, 1s, 3d. 
This old-established House is most centrally situated 
about midway between the City and West-end, near 
to the chief railway-stations and places of amu%e- 
ment, within five minutes walk of great thorougl- 
fares and lines of omnibuses, and, being in a square, 
is very quiet and open. The house is most home-like, 
and highly-satisfactory testimonials may be had ou 
application. 


INTEMPERANCE. 
COLMAN HILL HOUSE RETREAT, 


HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 
Licensed under the Act of 1879, for Ladies only. 
Terms from £2 2s. per week. 


Apply to the Proprietors, Townsend House, 
Halesowea. 
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